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Presidential Documents

Title 3—

The President

Proclamation 5729 of October 15, 1987

National Safety Belt Use Day, 1987

By the President of the United States of America ‘

A Proclamation

Studies indicate that 40 to 55 percent of all passenger car occupant fatalities

.and serious injuries could be eliminated if people would use the safety belts

already installed in their vehicles. Each year, 10,000 people could be saved
from death if everyone would use safety belts every trip. In 1986, for instance,
safety belts saved the lives of 2,200 front seat passengers. Thousands of lives
and millions of dollars in medical and insurance expenses have been saved by
“buckling up.”

The tremendous benefits of adult safety belt and child restraint use are now
widely recognized throughout the United States. Twenty-nine States and the
District of Columbia have safety belt use laws. These laws, in conjunction
with public education, have resulted in a safety belt usage increase among car
drivers from 11 percent in 1982 to 42 percent in the first half of 1987.

Although great progress has been made in the recognition of the advantages of
increased safety belt use, less than one half of all Americans use their safety
belts. Each of us can help increase this number by remembering that the use of
safety belts offers protection in a crash and by increasing our willingness to
communicate that fact to our loved ones who fail to wear them. We must not
wait until personal tragedy strikes to become advocates of safety belt use.

Child passenger protection laws requiring the use of child safety seats and
belt systems are in place in all 50 States and the District of Columbia.
Correctly used, child safety seats are highly effective, reducing the risk of
fatality by about 70 percent and serious injury by about 67 percent. Among
children under four, these seats saved about 200 lives in 1986.

Still, the effectiveness of child safety seats can be greatly impaired when they
are not installed or used properly. With 100 percent correct use, these seats
could save about 500 lives a year. Parents should follow the manufacturer’s
instructions carefully and inspect the seat regularly to make sure it is installed
correctly and used on every trip. With added concern for the proper installa-
tion and consistent use of these safety devices, we can eliminate needless and
preventable tragedies and save hundreds more of our children.

In order to encourage the people of the United States to wear safety belts, to
have their children use child safety seats, and to encourage safety and law
enforcement agencies and others to promote greater usage of these essential
safety devices, the Congress, by H.J. Res. 338, has designated October 15, 1987,

" as “National Safety Belt Use Day” and authorized and requested the President

to issue a proclamation in observance of this day.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RONALD REAGAN, President of the United States of
America, do hereby proclaim October 15, 1987, as National Safety Belt Use
Day. I call upon the Governors of the States, Puerto Rico, the Northern
Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa, the Mayor
of the District of Columbia, and the people of the United States to observe this
day with appropriate ceremonies and activities and to reaffirm our commit-
ment to encouraging universal seat belt use. ’
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, I have hereunto set my hand this 15 day of October,
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and eighty-seven, and of the
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and twelfth.

{FR Doc. 87-24202 . @ Q‘Q‘KOV\

Filed 10-16-87; 10:59 am])
Billing code 3195-01-M
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[FR Doc. 87-24293
Filed 10-18-87; 11:00 am}
Billing code 3195-01-M

Presidential Documents

Proclamation 5730 of October 15, 1987

White Cane Safety Day, 1987

By the President of the United States of America

A Proclamation

The white cane is a device that helps blind citizens in their daily lives and
reminds all Americans of visually handicapped people’s desire and increasing
ability to live independently. The cane helps its bearers negotiate physical
obstacles and thus enables the sightless to travel and work more easily in the
public environment. During our yearly observance of White Cane Safety Day,
we pause to recall our need to eliminate barriers of misinformation and
misunderstanding as well—to remember the capabilities and accomplishments
of sightless people and to respond to their particular needs with sensitivity, -
friendship, and respect.

In acknowledgment of the white cane and all it symbolizes, the Congress, by
joint resolution approved October 6, 1964, has authorized the President to
designate October 15 of each year as ‘“White Cane Safety Day.”

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RONALD REAGAN, President of the United States of
America, do hereby proclaim Qctober 15, 1987, as White Cane Safety Day. I
urge all Americans to show respect for those who carry the white cane and to
honor their many achievements.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this fifteenth day of
October, in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and eighty-seven, and of the
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and twelfth.

(2 . Rroge
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[FR Doc. 87-24204
Filed 10-16-87; 11:01 am}
Billing code 3195-01-M

Presidential Documents

Executive Order 12611 of October 15, 1987

Delegating Authority To Implement Assistance for Central
American Democracies and the Nicaraguan Democratic
Resistance

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the
United States of America, including the Military Construction Appropriations
Act, 1987, enacted by section 101(k) of the Joint Resolution Making Continuing
Appropriations for the Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Laws 99-500 and 99-591), the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), the Joint
Resolution Making Continuing Appropriations for the Fiscal Year 1988 (Public
Law 100-120), and section 301 of title 3 of the United States Code, and in order
to delegate certain functions concerning the use of funds, it is hereby ordered
as follows: .

Section 1. Executive Order No. 12570 of October 24, 1986, is amended by
adding the following to the end of Section 2(b):

“and funds provided in the Joint Resolution Making Continuing Appropria-
tions for the Fiscal Year 1988 (Public Law 100-120).".

Sec. 2. This Order shall be effective immediately.

THE WHITE HOUSE, K

October 15, 1987.






38745

Rules and Regulations

Federal Register
Vol. 52, No. 201

Monday. October 19, 1987

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
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first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each
week. ' - .

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE‘
Agricuitural Marketing Service
7CFRPart910

[Lemon Regulation 583]

Lemons Grown in California and
Arizona; Limitation of Handling

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA. '

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Regulation 583 establishes

the quantity of fresh California-Arizona -

lemons that may be shipped to market at
267,500 cartons during the period
October 18 through October 24, 1987.
Such action is needed to balance the
supply of fresh lemons with market
demand for the period specified, due'to
the marketing situation confronting the
lemon industry.
DATES: Regulation 583 (§ 910.883) is
effective for the period October 18
through October 24, 1987. '
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James M. Scanlon, Acting Chief,
Marketing Order Administration Branch,
F&V, AMS, USDA, Room 2523, South
Building, P.O. Box 96456, Washington,
DC 20090-6456; telephone: (202) 447~
5697.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
final rule has been reviewed under
Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has
been determined to be a ‘non-major”
rule under criteria containéd therein.

Pursuant to requirements set forth in
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the
Administrator of the Agricultural '
Marketing Service has determined that
this action will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

The purpose of the RFA is to fit
regulatory action to the scale of
business subject to such actions in order

that small businesses will not be unduly
or disproportionately burdened.
Marketing orders issued pursuant to the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act,
and rules issued thereunder, are unique
in that they are brought about through

group action of essentially small entities . .

acting on their own behalf. Thus, both
statutes have small entity orientation
and compatibility. .

This regulation is issued under

. Marketing Order No. 910, as amended (7

CFR Part 910) regulating the handling of
lemons grown in California and Arizona.
The order-is effective under the _
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
(the “Act”, 7 U.S.C. 601 through 674), as
amended. This action is based upon the
recommendation and information
submitted by the Lemon Administrative
Committee and upon other available
information. It is found that this action
will tend to effectuate the declared
policy of the Act.

This regulation is consistent with the
marketing policy for 1987-88. The
committee met publicly on October 13,
1987, in Los Angeles, California, to
consider the current and prospective
conditions of supply and demand and
recommended, by a unanimous vote, a
quantity of lemons deemed advisable to
be handled during the specified week.
The committee reports that the market is
good for large sized lemons, fair for
smaller sizes. ’

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553, it is further
found that it is impracticable,
unnecessary, and contrary to the public
interest to give preliminary notice, and
engage in further public procedure with
respect to this action and that good
cause exists for not postponing the
effective date of this action until 30 days
after publication in the Federal Register

because of insufficient time between the -

date when information became ‘
available upon which this regulation is
based and the effective date necessary
to effectuate the declared purposes of
the Act. Interested persons were given
an opportunity to submit information
and views on the regulation at an open
meeting. It is necessary, in order to
effectuate the declared purposes of the
Act, to make these regulatory provisions
effective as specified, and handlers have
been apprised of such provisions and
the effective time.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 910

Marketing agreement and orders,
California, Arizona, Lemons.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, 7 CFR Part 910 is amended as
follows: : ‘

PART 910—LEMONS GROWN IN
CALIFORNIA AND ARIZONA

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR
Part 910 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19, Stat. 31, as amended:;
7 U.S.C. 801-674.

2. Section 910.883 is added to read as
follows:
§910.883 Lemon regulation 583.

The quantity of lemons grown in

"California and Arizona which may be

handled during the period October 18
through October 24, 1987, is established
at 267,500 cartons.

Dated: October 14, 1987,
Robert C. Keeney,

Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service.

{FR Doc. 87-241486 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR Part 39 '

[Docket No. 87-NM-125-AD; Amdt. 39-
5738]

Airworthiness Directive; CASA Model
C-212 Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation

" Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This revises an existing
airworthiness directive (AD), applicable
to certain CASA Model C-212 series
airplanes, which requires replacement of
the power quadrant cover with a cover
incorporating slot protection. This action
is necessary because errors have been -
discovered in the service bulletin
referenced in the existing AD which

. describes the modification to the power

quadrant cover. This amendment
requires that the modification be made
in accordance to Revision 1A of the
service bulletin and extends the
compliance time.
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EFFECTIVE DATE: October 14, 1987.

ADDRESSES: The applicable service, .
information may be obtained from
Construcciones Aeronauticas S.A.,
Getafe, Madrid, Spain. This mformation
may be examined at FAA, Northwest -
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway
South, Seattle, Washington, or the
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office,
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle,
Washington.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Judy Golder, Standardization
Branch, ANM-113; telephone (206) 431~
1967. Mailing address: FAA, Northwest
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington
98168.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA
issued AD 87-05-05, Amendmeént 39—

" 5562 (52 FR 4766; February 17, 1987), to
require modification of the power
control quadrant cover, to prevent
jamming of the power controls by
objects falling in the open slots, in
accordance with CASA Service Bulletin
212-76-05, dated October 23, 1985, -
Operators were required to install the
modification within eight months after
AD’s effective date of March 25, 1987,

Since issuance of the AD, it has been
discovered that the applicable CASA
service bulletin contained errors in
certain critical instructions. During the
development and coordination of AD
87-05-05, errors in the original service
bulletin were not identified. The
manufacturer has issued CASA Service
Bulletin 212-76-05, Revision 1A, which
contains corrected instructions
necessary for proper installation of the
protection for the control box upper
cover. The Spanish Direccion General
de Aviacion Civil (DGAC) officially
classified Revision 1A as rnandatory on
July 20, 1987.

This airplane model is manufactured
in Spain and type certificated in the
United States under the provisions of
§ 21.29 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations and the applicable bilateral
airworthiness agreement.

Since this condition is likely to exist
or develop on other airplanes of the
same type design, the FAA has
determined that it is necessary to revise
AD 87-05-05 to require that the
modification be made in accordance
with Revision 1A of CASA Service
Bulletin 212-76-05, dated August 7, 1986,
and extend the compliance time to
February 28, 1988.

Since a situation exists that requires
immediate adoption of this regulation, it
is found that notice and public
procedures hereon are impracticable, -
and good cause exists for making this

amendment effective in less than 30
days. ’

The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation
that is not considered to be major under
Executive Order 12291. It is
impracticable for the agency to follow
the procedures of Order 12291 with
respect to this rule since the rule must
be issued immediately to correct an
unsafe condition in aircraft. It has been
further determined that this document
involves an emergency regulation under
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034; Feburuary 26, 1979). If this
action is subsequently determined to
involve a significant/major regulation, a
final regulatory evaluation or analysis,
as appropriate, will be prepared and
placed in the regulatory docket
(otherwise, an evaluation is not

‘required).

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39
Aviation safety, Aircraft.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) as
follows:

PART 39—-[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) Revised Pub. L. 97-449,
{January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.88.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. By revising AD 87-05-05,
Amendment 39-5562 (52 FR 4766;
February 17, 1987), to read as follows:

CASA: Applies to Model C-212 series
airplanes, serial numbers as listed in
CASA Service Bulletin 212-76-05,
Revision 1A, dated August 7, 1986,

- certificated in any category. Compliance
is required before February 28, 1988,
unless previously accomplished.

“ To prevent the entry of foreign objects into
the power and trim controls in the pedestal,
accomplish the following:

A. Replace the power quadrant cover with
a cover incorporating slot protection in
accordance with CASA Service Bulletin 212~
76-05, Revision 1A, dated August 7, 1986.

B. An alternate means of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time, which
provides an acceptable level of safety, may
be used when approved by the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA,
Northwest Mountain.

C. Special flight permits may be issued in’
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
operate airplanes to a base for the
accomplishment of the modification required
by this AD.

All persons affected by this directive
who have not already teceived the
appropriate service information from the
manufacturer, may obtain copies upon
request to Construcciones Aeronauticas
S.A., Getafe, Madrid, Spain. This
information may be examined at FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900
Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or the Seattle Aircraft
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal
Way South, Seattle, Washington.

This amendment becomes effective -
October 14, 1987.

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on
September 17, 1987.

F. Isaac,

Northwest Mountain Region.

[FR Doc. 87-24108 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 87-ASW-2; Amdt. 39-5742)

Airworthiness Directives; Costruzioni

" Aeronautiche Glovanni Agusta Model

A109A and A109All Helicopters

AGENcY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action publishes in the
Federal Register and makes effective as
to all persons an amendment adopting a
new airworthiness directive (AD) which
was previously made effective as to all
known U.S. owners and operators of
certain Costruzioni Aeronautiche
Giovanni Agusta Model A109A and
A109AIl helicopters by individual
priority letters. The AD requires an
initial inspection and recurring
inspections to detect cracks of all tail
rotor blades Part Number (P/N) 109-
0132-02, all dash numbers, with 400
hours’ time in service. The AD is needed
to prevent failure of the tail rotor blade
and subsequent loss of the helicopter. .

DATES: Effective Date: October 14, 1987,
as to all persons except those persons to
whom it was made immediately
effective by priority letter AD 87-83-14,
issued February 6, 1987, as revised by
AD 87-03-14 R1, issued on February 20,
1987, which contained this amendment.
Compliance: Required within the next
10 hours' time in service after the
effective date of this AD unless already
accomplished.
ADDRESSES: The applicable telegraphic
Technical Bulletin No. 109-5, dated
January 27, 1987, may be obtained from
Agusta Aviation Corporation, Norcom
and Red Lion Roads, Phlladelphla,
Pennsylvania 19154. ‘
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A copy of the telegraphic technical
bulletin is contained in the Rules Docket
located in the Office of the Regional
Counsel, Federal Aviation
Administration, Southwest Region, 4400
Blue Mound Road, Fort Worth, Texas.

- FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Samuel E. Brodie, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort Worth, Texas
76193-0110, telephone (817) 624-5116.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
February 6, 1987, priority letter AD 87-
03-14 was issued and made effective
immediately as to all known U.S.
owners and operators of certain
Costruzioni Aeronautiche Giovanni
Agusta helicopters. The priority letter
AD was revised on February 20, 1987, to
correct the omission of a 400-hour
threshold to begin inspections and to
complete identification of the
telegraphic technical bulletin. The
priority letter AD requires an initial and
recurring inspection of the tail rotor
blade and refers to the technical
bulletin. The priority letter AD action
was necessary to prevent failure of the
tail rotor blade and subsequent loss of
the helicopter. '

Since it was found that immediate ~
corrective action was required, notice
and public procedure thereon were
impracticable and contrary to public
interest, and good cause existed to make
the AD effective immediately by
individual letters issued February 6,
1987, to all known U.S. owners and
operators of certain Costruzioni
Aeronautiche Giovanni Agusta
helicopters. These conditions still exist,
and the AD is hereby published in the
Federal Register as an amendment to
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations to make it effective as to all
persons. The body of the AD is
reworded from the priority letter AD by
including the content of the technical
bulletin.

The initial and repetitive dye
penetrant inspections are now contained
in paragraphs (a) and (d) of the priority
letter AD.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation
that is not considered to be major under
Executive Order 12291. It is
impracticable for the agency to follow
the procedures of Executive Order 12291
with respect to the rule since the rule
must be issued immediately to correct
an unsafe condition in aircraft. It has
been further determined that this action
involves an emergency regulation under
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
{44 FR 11034; February 286, 1979). If this
action is subsequently determined to
involve a significant/major regulation, a

final regulatory evaluation or analysis,
as appropriate, will be prepared and
placed in the regulatory docket
{otherwise, an evaluation or analysis is
not required). A copy of it, when filed,
may be obtained by contacting the
person identified under the caption “FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.”

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 (14 CFR 39.13)
of the FAR as follows:

PART 39—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421, and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 87449,
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]
2. By adding the following new AD:

Costruzioni Aeronautiche Giovanni Agusta:
Applies to Model A109A and A109AI1
helicopters, certificated in any category,
fitted with tail rotor blade Part Number
109-0132-02, all dash numbers, with 400
or more hours’ time in service.

Compliance is required as indicated, unless
already accomplished.

To prevent failure of the tail rotor blade
and subsequent loss of the helicopter,
accomplish the following:

(a) Within the next 10 hours’ time in service
after the effective date of this AD, and
thereafter at intervals not to exceed 100
hours' time in service:

(1) Remove the finish paint or clear lacquer
using a lacquer thinner {TURCO 4960-8 or
equivalent MIL-R-25134 type) on each side of
each blade. The area of paint or lacquer
removal is located chordwise from the
leading edge to a distance 4 inches aft of the
leading edge and is located spanwise from 7.5
inches to 8.7 inches outboard of the center of
the blade retention bolt hole.

Note.—Do not use methyl ethyl ketone
{M.E.K.} solvent as damage to the bonding
agent may occur. .

(2) Conduct a dye penetrant or equivalent
inspection of the exposed area.

(3) If no cracks are found. protect the area
with clear acrylic lacquer before further
flight.

(4) If a crack is found, replace the blade
with a serviceable blade before further flight.

(b) Prior to the first flight of each day, after
the effective date of this AD, accomplish a
visual check of the lacquer coated area of
each blade for cracks. This check may be
performed by the pilot.

Note.—See § 91.173 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations for the requirements for listing of
compliance and method of compliance with

this AD in the aircraft's permanent
maintenance record.

(c) If a crack is suspected and additional
inspections with a three- to five-power
magnifying glass are warranted, an
appropriately certificated mechanic must
accomplish the additional inspections. If a
crack indication is found, conduct dye
penetrant inspections in accordance with
paragraph (a) of this AD.

(d) Upon request, an alternate means of
compliance which provides an equivalent
level of safety with the requirements of this
AD may be used when approved by the
Manager, Aircraft Certification Division,
Federal Aviation Administration, Department
of Transportation, Fort Worth, Texas 76193
0100.

Note.—Agusta telegraphic Technical
Bulletin No. 109-5, dated January 27, 1987,
pertains to this subject.

This amendment becomes effective
October 14, 1987, as to all persons

_except those persons to whom it was

made immediately effective by priority
letter AD 87-03-14, issued February 8,
1987, as revised by priority letter AD 87~
03-14 R1, issued on February 20, 1987,
which contained this amendment.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on September
18, 1987.
L.B. Andriesen,
Acting Director, Southwest Region.
[FR Doc. 87-24106 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 87-NM-113-AD; Amdt. 39-
5737]

Airworthiness Directives; McDonnell
Douglas Model DC-10 and KC-10A
Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to certain DC-10 series
airplanes, which requires inspections
and replacement, if necessary, of the
inboard slat drive arm. This amendment
is prompted by reports that cracks have
initiated at a decarburized area and
have propagated due to fatigue. This
condition, if not corrected, could result
in uncommanded motion of the inboard
slats, which would then command the
outboard slats to follow. Under certain
conditions, this could cause the airplane
to stall.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 14, 1987.

ADDRESSES: The applicable service
information may be obtained from
McDonnell Douglas Corporation, 3855
Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach,
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California 90846, Attention: Director of
Publications, C1-L00 (54-60). This
information may be examined at the
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900
Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or at 4344 Donald Douglas
Drive, Long Beach, California.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Kyle L. Olsen, Aerospace Engineer,
Airframe Branch, ANM-121L, FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region, Los
Angeles Aircraft Certification Office,
4344 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach,
California 90808; telephone (213) 514~
6321.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Two
operators of McDonnell Douglas DC-10
airplanes have reported cracks in the
inboard slat drive arm. One crack was
within the reworkable limits; the arm
was reworked and returned to service.
Investigation by Douglas Aircraft
Company has revealed that the cracks
have initiated at a decarburized area
and have propagated due to fatigue.
Complete failure of the arm could result
in an uncommanded motion of the
inboard slats, which would then
command the outboard slats to follow
the position of the inboard slats. Under
certain conditions, this could cause the
airplane to stall.

The FAA has reviewed and approved
McDonnell Douglas Service Bulletin
A27-203, dated June 29, 1987, and
Revision 1, dated July 9, 1987, which
describes the inspection procedures and
replacement instructions of the inboard
slat drive arm.

Since this condition is likely to exist
or develop on other airplanes of the
same type design, this AD requires
inspection and rework or replacement, if
necessary, of the inboard slat drive arm,
in accordance with the service bulletm
previously mentioned.

Since a situation exists that requires
immediate adoption of this regulation, it
is found-that notice and public
procedure hereon are impracticable, and
good cause exists for making this
amendment effective in less than 30
days.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation
that is not considered to be major under
Executive Order 12291. 1t is
impracticable for the agency to follow
the procedures of Order 12291 with
respect to this rule since the rule must
be issued immediately to correct an
unsafe condition in aircraft. It has been
further determined that this document
involves an emergency regulation under
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979). If this
action is subsequently determined to
involve a significant/major regulation, a
final regulatory evaluation or analysis,

as appropriate, will be prepared and
placed in the regulatory docket
(otherwise, an evaluation or analysis is
not required).

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39
Aviation safety, Aircraft.
Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) as
follows:

PART 39—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97449,
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2, By adding the following new
airworthiness directive:

McDonnell Douglas: Applies to McDonnell
Douglas Model DC-10 and KC-10A
series airplanes, certificated in any
category. Compliance required as
indicated, unless previously
accomplished.

To prevent failure of the inboard slat drive
arm due to fatigue, accomplish the following:

A. Prior to the accumulation of 10,000
landings, or within 15 days after the effective
date of this AD, whichever occurs later,
unless previously accomplished within the
last 90 days, and thereafter at intervals not to
exceed 2,000 landings, inspect the inboard
slat drive arm in accordance with the
expanded magnetic particle, ultrasonic, or
eddy current inspection {Option 2)
procedures in the Accomplishment
Instructions in McDonnell Douglas Service
Bulletin A27-203, Revision 1, dated July 9,
1987, or later FAA-approved revision.

1. If crack(s) are found that are beyond the
reworkable limits defined by McDonnell
Douglas Service Bulletin A27-203, Revision 1,
dated July 8, 1987, or later FAA-approved
revision, before further flight, replace the
cracked arm in accordance with the Service
Bulletin.

2. If crack(s) are found that are within the
reworkable limits defined by McDonnell
Douglas Service Bulletin A27-203, Revision 1,
dated July 9, 1987, or later FAA-approved
revision, before further flight, rework or
replace the arm in accordance with the
Accomplishment Instructions in that Service
Bulletin.

B. Alternate means of compliance which
provide an acceptable level of safety may be
used when approved by the Manager, Los
Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region.

C. Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
operate airplanes to a base in order to
comply with the requirements of this AD.

All persons affected by this directive
who have not already received the

appropriate service information from the
manufacturer may obtain copies upon
request to McDonnell Douglas
Corporation, 3855 Lakewood Boulevard,
Long Beach, California 90846, Attention:
Director of Publication, C1-L00 (54-60}.
This information may be examined at
the FAA, Northwest Mountain Region,
17900 Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington or the Los Angeles Aircraft
Certification Office, 4344 Donald
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California.

This Amendment becomes effective
October 14, 1987,

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on
September 17, 1987.

Frederick M. Isaac,

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region.
[FR Doc. 87-24107 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4810-13-M

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 87-AWA-14]

Aiteration of VOR Federal Airways;
Expanded East Coast Plan; Phase li

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment alters the
descriptions of two Federal airways
located in the vicinity of New York.
These airways are part of an overall
plan designed to alleviate congestion
and compression of traffic in the
airspace bounded by Eastern, New
England, Great Lakes and the Southern
Regions. While six airways were
included in the notice only V-184 and
V-188 will be implemented at this time
due to technical and administrative
problems. This amendment is a part of
Phase II of the Expanded East Coast
Plan (EECP); Phase I was implemented
February 12, 1987. The EECP is designed
to make optimum use of the airspace
along the east coast corridor. This action
reduces en route and terminal delays in
the Boston, MA; New York, NY; Miami,
FL: Chicago, IL; and Atlanta, GA, areas,
saves fuel and reduces controller
workload. The EECP is being
implemented in coordinated segments
until completed.

EFFECTIVE DATE: 0901 UTC, November
19, 1987,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lewis W. Still, Airspace Branch (ATO-
240), Airspace-Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division, Air Traffic
Operations Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591,
telephone: (202) 267-9250.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
History

On July 15, 1987, the FAA proposed to
amend Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations {14 CFR Part 71) to alter the
descriptions of VOR Federal Airways
V-162, V-167, V-184, V-188, V-203 and
V-205 located in the vicinity of New
York (52 FR 26491). Interested parties
were invited to participate in this
rulemaking proceeding by submitting
written comments on the proposal to the
FAA. Congressman Dean A. Gallo
requested that implementation of Phase
II of the EECP be suspended pending a
full and complete study of the noise
impact over the State of New Jersey.

People Against Newark Noise
commented that certain residents of
New Jersey object to changes in air
routes which will bring jet noise upon
previously peaceful communities.
Environmental assessment of airspace
actions by the FAA is conducted in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1D,
Policies and Procedures for Handling
Environmental Impacts. Appendix 3 of
the order requires environmental
assessment of a Part 71 airspace action
only when it would result in rerouting
traffic over a noise-sensitive area at
altitudes less than 3,000 feet above the
surface. No such low-altitude routings
were involved in the airway
modification adopted in this
amendment, and we do not consider
that an environmental assessment is
required under the National
Environmental Policy Act or the
Agency’s Environmental Guideline. In
view of the comments of the New Jersey
parties, however, the FAA is in the
process of conducting a review of the
environmental implications of the
overall impact of Phase II of the EECP.

In consideration of the importance of
the airway actions for the safe and
efficient handling of air traffic on the
east coast, and of the fact that the
agency has complied with Federal
environmental review requirements, the
FAA does not believe that this action
should be delayed pending the outcome
of the review. With respect to the
studies being conducted by the General
Accounting Office and the New Jersey
state government, the FAA will fully
consider the results of these studies
when completed, but we do not agree
that important airway changes should
be delayed pending the outcome of
those studies.

People Against Newark Noise also
questioned the basis for the FAA's
determination that a regulatory
evaluation is not required. The action
does not meet the threshold
requirements for a major rule under

Executive Order 12291, and a regulatory
impact analysis under that order is not
required. Department of Transportation
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11031) require an economic
evaluation of agency rulemaking actions
except in emergencies or when the
agency determines that the economic
impact is so minimal that the action
does not warrant a full evaluation. Such
a determination was made in this case,
in consideration of the minimal
economic impacts of the airway changes
proposed. Similarly, a regulatory
flexibility analysis is not required since
this action will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities under the
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

AOPA objected that this proposal will
impose complicated routings and/or
additional mileages. The FAA agrees
there will be additional mileages on
certain airways due to the realignment
of the standard instrument departures
and standard terminal arrival routes.
Nevertheless, this change in traffic flow
has resulted in more than a 40%
reduction in departure/arrival delays in
the New York Metroplex area, thereby
saving time and fuel. This action should
more than offset the slight additional
distance. The FAA does not consider
these actions to constitute a
complication of routing. Should
unforeseen problems arise as a result of
this phase of the EECP, the FAA would
initiate appropriate remedial action as
required.

The Air Transport Association (ATA)
endorsed the objective of the EECP to
establish an improved air traffic system
which reduces delays for aircraft
departing and arriving terminals in the
eastern United States. However, ATA
requested an overview of the total plan.
Also, ATA requested a longer response
time to the NPRM’s because of the large
volume of very technical and
complicated material. FAA appreciates
the comments and will carefully review
and consider their suggestion.

Due to technical and administrative
problems only V-184 and V-188 will be
implemented at this time.
Implementation of the other four
airways will be delayed until a later
date. With respect to V-188 the segment
from Carmel, NY, and Groton, CT, is
deleted. Section 71.123 of Part 71 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations was
republished in Handbook 7400.6C dated
January 2, 1987.

The Rule

This amendment to Part 71 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations alters the
descriptions of two Federal airways
located in the vicinity of New York.

These airways are part of an overall
plan designed to alleviate congestion
and compression of traffic in the
airspace bounded by Eastern, New
England, Great Lakes and the Southern
Regions. While six airways were
included in the notice only V-184 and
V-188 will be implemented at this time
due to technical and administrative
problems. This amendment is a part of
Phase II of the EECP; Phase | was
implemented February 12, 1987. The
EECP is designed to make optimum use
of the airspace along the east coast
corridor. This action reduces en route
and terminal delays in the Boston, MA;
New York, NY; Miami, FL; Chicago, IL;
and Atlanta, GA, areas, saves fuel and
reduces controller workload. The EECP
is being implemented in coordinated
segments until completed.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 28, 1979); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Aviation Safety, VOR Federal
Airways.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, Part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) is
amended, as follows:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL
AIRWAYS, AREA LOW ROUTES,
CONTROLLED AIRSPACE, AND
REPORTING POINTS

1. The authority citation for Part 71
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510;
E.O. 10854; 49 U.5.C. 108(g) (Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.69.
§71.123 [AMENDED]

2. § 71.123 is amended as follows:
V-184 [Revised]

From Erie, PA; Tidioute, PA; Philipsburg,
PA; Harrisburg, PA; INT Harrisburg 135° and
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Modena, PA, 274° radials; Modena; INT
Modena 120° and Woodstown, NJ, 326°
radials; Woodstown; Cedar Lake, NJ; Atlantic
City, NJ; INT Atlantic City 055° and Kennedy,
NY, 198° radials; to INT Kennedy 198° and
Robbinsville, NJ, 112° radials.

V-188 [Amended]

By removing the words "'to Sparta.” and
substituting the words “Sparta; INT Sparta
082° and Carmel, NY, 243° radials; to
Carmel.”

Issued in Washington, DC, on October 6.
1987.

Signed by:
Daniel J. Peterson,

Manager, Airspace-Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division.-

{FR Doc. 87-24109 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 87-AEA-8]

Alteration of VOR Federal Airways;
Pennsylvania

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule; request for
comments.

SUMMARY: This amendment improves
the flow of terminal and en route.traffic
in an area where the Expanded East
Coast Plan (EECP) is currently

- implemented following the relocation of
the Hamsburg. PA, very high frequency
omni-directional radio range and
tactical air navigational aid (VORTAC)
The immediate need for an airway
between Harrisburg and terminals in
southern New Jersey became apparent
during the early implementation of the
EECP. The extension of V—469 in'the
area improves flight planning and
reduces controller workload.
DATES:

Effective date—0901 UTC, November 19,
1987.

Commnents must be received on or
before November 286, 1987.

ADORESS: Send comments on the rule in
triplicate to: Director, FAA, Eastern
Region, Attention: Manager, Air Traffic
Division, Docket No. 87-AEA-8, Federal
Aviation Administration, JFK
International Airport, The Fitzgerald
Federal Building, famaica, NY 11430.

The official docket may be examined
in the Rules Docket, weekdays, except
Federal holidays, between 8:30 a.m. and
5:00 p.m. The FAA Rules Docket is
located in the Office of the Chief
Counsel, Room 916, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC.

An informal docket may also be
examined during normal business hours:

at the office of the Regional Air Traffic
Division. _
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lewis W. Still, Airspace Branch (ATO-
240), Airspace-Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division, Air Traffic '
Operations Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591;
telephone: (202} 267-9250.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Request for Comments on The Rule

Although this action is in the form of a
final rule, which involves extending a
current airway (V-469) from Hamsburg.
PA, to Woodstown, NJ, which is
necessary to complement the EECP, by
improving the traffic flow between
Harrisburg and southern New Jersey
airports, and was not preceded by
notice and public procedure, comments
are invited on the rule. When the
comment period ends, the FAA will use
the comments submitted, together with
other available information, to review
the regulation. After the review, if the
FAA finds that.changes are appropriate,
it will initiate rulemaking proceedings to
amend the regulation. Comments that
provide the factual basis supporting the
views and suggestions presented are
particularly helpful in evaluating the
effects of the rule and determmmg
whether additional rulemaking is
needed. Comments are specifically
invited on the overall regulatory,
aeronautical, economic, environmental,
and energy aspects. of the rule that might
suggest the need to modify the rule.

The Rule

The purpose of this amendment to
Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR Part 71} is to alter
the description of VOR Federal Airway
V—469 by extending the airway from
Harrisburg, PA, to Woodstown, NJ. This
action is required on an immediate basis
to enhance the efficient en route flow of
traffic in an area where the EECP is
currently implemented. The need for the
additional airway became apparent
following the relocation of the
Harrisburg, PA, VORTAC in 1987.
Traffic between Harrisburg, PA, and
Woodstown, NJ, was not considered in
the development of the EECP, Phase 1
and Phase-II, but has subsequently been
determined to be a factor which requires
immediate accommodation. This airway
is added at this time as a necessary
enhancement to the EECP. The technical
evaluation and the flight inspection
required to establish this segment of V-
469 have been completed. This action
reduces delays by allowing operations
for short distances to remain on tower

frequencies and under tower control.
This action also improves flight planning
and reduces controller workload.
Section 71.123 of Part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations was republished in
Handbook 7400.6C dated January 2,
1987.

Under the circumstances presented,
the FAA concludes that there is an _
immediate need for a regulation to alter’
the description of VOR Federal Airway
V—469. Therefore, I find that notice and
public procedure under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)
are impracticable and contrary to the
public interest.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is 8o minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Aviation Safety, VOR Federal
Airways.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, Part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) is
amended, as follows:

PART 71—~—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL
AIRWAYS, AREA LOW ROUTES,
CONTROLLED AIRSPACE, AND
REPORTING POINTS

" 1. The authority citation for Part 71 -
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a}, 1510;
E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L.

'97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.68.

§71.23 [Amended] _
2. §71.123 is amended as follows:

" V-469 [Amended]

By removing the words "to Harrisburg,
PA.” and substituting the words “Harrisburg,
PA; Dupont, DE; to Woodstown, NJ.”

Issued in Washington, DC, on October 5,

-1987.
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Original signed by:
Daniel J. Peterson,

Manager, Airspace Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division:

[FR Doc. 87-24112 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]}
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 71
{Airspace Docket No. 87-ASW-12]

Removal of Control Zone; Camden, AR

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final Rule.

SUMMARY: This action will remove the
control zone at Camden, AR. This action
is necessary because hourly and special
weather observations, one of the
requirements in the establishment of a
control zone, are no longer available.
This action will raise the floor of
controlled airspace in the vicinity of the
Harrell Field Airport, Camden, AR, to
700 feet above ground level {AGL).
EFFECTIVE DATE: 0901 UTC, January 14,
1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bruce C. Beard, Airspace and
Procedures Branch, Air Traffic Division,
Southwest Region, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort Worth, TX 76193-
0530, telephone (817) 624-5561.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
History

On April 9, 1987, the FAA proposed to
amend Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) by
removing the control zone at Camden,
AR (52 FR 12935).

Interested persons were invited to
participate in this rulemaking
proceeding by submitting written
comments on the proposal to the FAA.
No comments objecting to the proposal
were received. Except for editorial
changes, this amendment is that
proposed in the notice. Section 71.171 of
Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations was republished in
Handbook 7400.6C, dated January 2,
1987.

The Rule

This amendment to Part 71 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations will

remove the control zone at Camden, AR. .

Weather observations, both hourly and -
special, must be taken during the times
and dates a control zone is ineffect.
Camden, AR, no longer meets the
criteria for retention of the control zone
since Sunbelt Airlines, who was
providing weather observations, ceased

operations. This action will raise the
floor of the controlled airspace to 700
feet AGL in the vicinity of the Harrell
Field Airport {Latitude 33°37'15” N.,
Longitude 92°45'45” W.).

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1879); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71
Aviation safety, Control zones.
Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, Part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) is
amended as follows:

PART 71—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 71
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a}, 1354(a), 1510;
E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 108(g) (Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.69.

§71.171 [Amended]
2. Section 71.171 is amended as
follows: : .

Camden, AR {Removed]

Issued in Forth Worth, TX, on October 5,
1987.

Larry L. Craig,

Manager, Air Traffic Division, Southwest
Region.

[FR Doc. 87-24113 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-13-M

14 CFR Part 71

[Airspace Docket No. 87-AWA-29]
Alteration of Jet Route and VOR
Federal Airways; Pennsylvania

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Correction to final rule.

SUMMARY: This action corrects the
description of Federal Airway V-162 as
published in the Federal Register on July

21, 1987, along with several other
airgpace actions (52 FR 27328). The
description of V-162 as published was
not technically correct with respect to
the route alignment around Harrisburg,
PA.

EFFECTIVE DATE: 0901 UTC, October 14,
1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lewis W. Still, Airspace Branch (ATO-
240), Airspace-Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division, Air Traffic
Operations Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591;
telephone: (202) 267-9250.

. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

History

Federal Register Document 87-16435,
which was published on July 21, 1987,
altered the descriptions of VOR Federal
Airways V-12, V-162, V-184, V-210 and
Jet Route J-152 located in the vicinity of
Harrisburg, PA (52 FR 27328). The words
“Harrisburg; INT” were inadvertently
omitted from the description making it
technically incorrect although the
charting would not be affected by the
mistake. This action corrects the error
so that the correct technical description
is incorporated into the rule.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Aviation safety, VOR Federal airways
and jet routes.

Adoption of the Correction

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, in the Federal Register
Document 87-16435, as published in the
Federal Register on July 21, 1987, the
entry for V-162 under § 71.123 is
corrected to read as follows:
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§71.123 [Amended]
V-162 - [Amended)

By removing thé words “From INT
Martinsburg, WV, 130° and Harrisburg, PA, '
204° radials; Harrisburg 080° and East Texas,
PA, 260° radials;” and substituting the words
“From INT Martinsburg, WV, 130° and
Harrisburg; PA, 201° radials; Harrisburg; INT

" Harrisburg 092° and East Texas, PA, 251°
radials;”

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354{a}, 1510;
E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.69.

Issued in Washington, DC, on October 6,
1987. )

Daniel ]. Peterson,

Manager, Alrspace Rules and Aeronautlcal
Information Division.

{FR Doc. 87-24110 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M a

14 CFR Parts 71 and 73
Airspace Docket No. 87-AWP-17)

Alteration and Establishment of
Restricted Areas; Yuma, AZ

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule. .

summaRyY: This action alters the
descriptions of Restricted Areas R-
2306A/B, R-2307 and R-2308A and
establishes Restricted Areas R-2306D
and R-2308C located near Yuma, AZ.
This action releases additional airspace
needed to permit realignment of the
Arlin arrival routing serving Sky Harbor
Airport, Phoenix, AZ.

EFFECTIVE DATE: 0901 UTC, January 14,
1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Andrew B. Oltmanns, Airspace Branch
(ATO-240), Airspace-Rules and

_Aeronautical Information Division, Air
Traffic Operations Service, Federal
Aviation Administration, 800
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telepbone (202)
267-9254.

. The Rule

These amendments to Parts 71and 73
of the Federal Aviation Regulations alter
the descriptions of Restricted Areas R-
2306A /B, R-2307 and R-2308A and
establish Restricted Areas R-2306D and
R-2308C located near Yuma, AZ. ..
Restricted Areas R-2306D and R-2308C
are also added to the Continental
Control Area. This action releases a
portion of restricted airspace at Flight
Level 240 and above tc enable a
realignment of the Arlin arrival routing
which will improve air traffic flows to
and from the Phoenix area. Although

this action establishes Restricted Areas
R-2306D and R-2308C, no new .
additional restricted airspace will be .
formulated. This action merely reduces
and subdivides the existing restricted
area airspace to provide for the Arlin
arrival routing. Because this action will
release additional airspace back to the

" public for their use, I find that notice -

and public procedure under 5 U.S.C.
553(b) are unnecessary because these
actions are minor technical amendments
in which the public would not be .
particularly interested. Although the
using agency, United States Army did
not object to this action, it should be
noted that the United States Air Force
(USAF) continues to stress their need for
all the airspace within the present
boundaries of the restricted areas.
However, the Air Force requirements
are nonhazardous in nature and,
therefore, do not require restricted
airspace. The FAA is exploring
alternatives which will enable the Air
Force to meet their flying requirements.

Sections 71.151 and 73.23 of Parts 71 and . .
- 73 of the Federal Aviation Regulations

were republished in Handbook 7400.6C
dated January 2, 1987.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary.to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3) -
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since thisisa .
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule, when
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities under the

criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Parts 71 and
73

Aviation safety, Continental comrol

-area; Restricted areas.

Adoptxon of the Amendments

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, Parts 71 and 73 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
Parts 71 and 73) are amended as
follows:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL
AIRWAYS, AREA LOW ROUTES,
CONTROLLED AIRSPACE, AND
REPORTING POINTS

1. The authority citation for Part 71
contines to read as follows:

. Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510;

Executive Order 10854; 49 U.S.C. 106(g)

(Revised Pub. L. 97449, ]anuary 12, 1983); 14
CFR 11.69.

'.§ 71.151" [Amended)

2. §71.151 is amended as follows
R-2306D Yuma North, AZ [New]

R-2308C Yuma North. AZ [New]

PART 73—SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE

"3. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

. Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510,

. 1522; E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised.

Pub. L. 97-449, January 12, 1983}); 14 CFR
11.69.

§73.23 [Amended)

4. § 73.23 is amended as follows:

R-2308A Yuma West, AZ [Amended]

Boundanes Begmmng at lat. 33°00° 00" N.,
long. 114°30°00" W.; to lat. 33°02'48" N.,
long. 114°30°00” W.; to lat, 33°02'48" N.,

. long. 114°34'00" W.; to lat. 33°15°00" N.,
long. 114°34'37" W.; to lat. 33°15'00" N.,
long. 114°15'00” W.; thence south along
Highway 95 to lat. 33°52'30" N., long.
114°21°00" W.; to lat. 32°51'45” N., long.
114°27°50" W.; thence north along the
west bank of the Colorado River to the
point of beginning.

R-2306B Yuma West, AZ [Amended]

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°28°'00" N.,

long. 114°28'00" W.; to lat. 33°28°00" N.,
long."114°26°25" W.; to lat. 33°2515" N.,
-long. 114°13'00” W.; thence south along
Highway 95 to lat. 33°15'00” N., long.

114°15'00" W; to lat. 33°15'00" N., long.
114°30'00" W.,; to lat. 33°26°00" N., long.
114°30'00" W.; to the point of beginning.

R-2306D Yume North, AZ [New}

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°28'00" N.,
long. 114°26'25¢ W.; to lat. 33°28°00" N.,
long. 114°13'00"W.; thence south along
Highway 95 to lat. 33°25'15" N., long.

"114°13'00" W.; to the point of beginning.

Designated altitudes. Surface to FL 230.

Time of designation. Continuous.

Controlling agency. FAA, Los Angeles
ARTCC

_ Using agency. U.S. Army Yuma Proving

Grounds. Yuma AZ.
R-2307 Yuma, AZ [Amended}

. Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°00'00" N.,

long. 114°17'20" W.; to lat. 33°00° 00" N,
long. 114°11°00" W.; to lat. 33°02'00” N.,
long. 113°56'30" W.; to lat. 33°02'00" N.,
long. 113°37°20” W.; to lat. 32°58°00" N.,
long. 113°37°20" W.; to lat. 32°52'50" N.,
long. 113°50'10" W.; to lat. 32°52'00" N.,
long. 114°00°00" W.; to lat. 32°51'15" N.,
long, 114°21'00" W.; to lat. 32°52'30". N.,
long. 114°21°00” W.; thence north along
Highway 95 to the point of beginning.
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R-2308A Yuma East, AZ [Amended]

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°25'15" N.,
long. 114°13'00" W.; to lat. 33°20'11" N.,
long. 113°47'42" W.; to lat. 33°17'30" N.,
long. 113°39'04" W.; to lat. 33°17°30" N.,
long. 113°45'00" W.; to lat. 33°02'00" N.,
long. 113°45'00" W.; to lat. 33°02'00" N.,
long. 113°56'30" W.; to lat. 33°00'00" N.,
long. 114°11'00" W.; to lat. 33°00°00" N.,
long. 114°17°20"W.; thence north along
Highway 95 to the point of beginning.

R-2308C Yuma North, AZ [New]

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°28'00" N.,
long. 114°13'00 W.; to lat..33°20'11" N.,
long. 113°47'42" W.; to lat. 33°25'15" N.,
long. 114°13'00" W.; thence north along
Highway 95 to the point of beginning.

Designated altitudes. 1,500 feet AGL to FL
230.

Time of designation. Continuous.

Controlling agency. FAA, Los Angeles
ARTCC

Using agency. U.S. Army, Yuma Proving
Grounds, Yuma, AZ.

Issued in Washington, DC., on October 6,

1987.

Original signed by:

Daniel J. Peterson, - \

Manager, Airspace-Rules and Aemnautlcal

Information Division.

[FR Doc. 87-24111 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

32 CFR Part 199

[DoD 6010.8-R1

Civilian Health and Medical Program of
the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS);
Demonstration Projects

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, DoD.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rule amends the
comprehensive CHAMPUS regulation to
specifically provide that the Director of
the Office of CHAMPUS may waive or
alter the' normally applicable provisions
of the CHAMPUS regulations when
necessary to conduct a demonstration
project required or authorized by law.
The final rule, however, would not allow
the waiver or alteration of any
requirement that may not be waived or
altered under applicable law. The final
rule is necessary to establish a specific
regulatory counterpart to existing
statutory authorities for demonstration
projects to develop-improved methods to
finance'and deliver health care services
under CHAMPUS. It is intended to
expedite the administrative processing
associated with initiating healthcare
demonstration projects.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 19, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
LTC David ]. Fant, United States Air
Force, Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Health Affairs at (202)
697-8975.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of this final rule is to establish
an appropriate regulatory counterpart to
the current statutory authority for the
conduct of demonstration projects
relating to CHAMPUS.

One such statutory authority is 10
U.S.C. 1092, which duthorizes studies
and demonstration projects relating to
delivery of health and medical care.
This section authorizes demonstrations
of alternative methods for financing and
delivering health and medical care
services, including those under
CHAMPUS. The purpose and effect of
this statute is to provide for the waiver
or alteration of normally applicable
requirements as part of a project to test
alternative methods. '

In addition to this general statutory
authority to conduct demonstration
projects, Congress from time to time
enacts requirements for DoD to conduct
specific demonstration projects. For
example, in section 702{a) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1987, Congress directed DoD
to conduct a demonstration of the
CHAMPUS Reform Initiative. This
initiative involves alternative methods
of financing and delivering CHAMPUS
health care services under regional
umbrella contracts with competitively-
selected contractors. DoD issued a
request for proposals for the CHAMPUS
Reform Initiative in February 1987.

These two rather recent legislative
actions are only part of the urging DoD
has received from Congress to actively
pursue innovative strategies for
improving DoD health care programs.
Related Congressional actions include
authority for resource sharing
agreements (10 U.S.C. 1096), special
contracts for delivery of medical care
services (10 U.S.C. 1097) and incentives
for participation in cost-effective health
care plans {10 U.S.C. 1098). The common
theme of all of these provisions is the
desire to try new approaches to bring
about needed improvements in the
Military Health Services System,
especially CHAMPUS.

Against this backdrop of clear
Congressional encouragement for
developing innovative methods to
finance and deliver health care services,
this final rule would establish for
CHAMPUS a regulatory counterpart to
the applicable statutory demonstration
provisions. The final rule simply
provides that the normally applicable .
provigions of the CHAMPUS regulation

may be waived or altered by the
Director of CHAMPUS in connection
with the conduct of a demonstration
project required or authorized by law.
“Demonstration project” is defined to
include projects based on the full
applicable range of legislatively
required or authorized activities
designed to test potential program
innovations. However, the final rule
would not allow waiver or alteration of
requirements that may not under the
applicable statutory authorities be
waived or altered. This final rule is
somewhat analogous to § 199.1(n). That
section authorizes the waiver of any
provision of the part, except for
requirements that may not be waived
under the law, under very special
circumstances when it would be in the
best interest of the program. Like the
current § 199.1(n), the proposed new
paragraph (o) is limited to special
circumstances, namely demonstration
projects, and does not allow waiver of
requirements of law that may not be
waived.

Thus, the effect of this fmal rule is to
assure that normally applicable
provisions of the CHAMPUS regulation
that are within the administrative
discretion of the agency not inhibit the
ability of OCHAMPUS to conduct
demonstrations consistent with the far-
reaching intent of Congress to develop
meaningful improvements in health care
programs.

The impact of this final rule is limited.
It does not reach beyond specifically
designed demonstration projects. Nor
does it allow for the waiver or alteration’
of rules regarding the Military Health
Services System other than CHAMPUS
rules. Also, it does not allow for the
waiver of requirements that may not be
waived under applicable law.

The final rule also establishes certain
procedural requirements whenever
OCHAMPUS waives or alters a
normally applicdble provision of the
part in connection with a demonstration
To assure that providers, beneficiaries
and other interested parties are aware
of the demonstration project and the
matters affected by the regulatory
waiver, the proposed rule provides for
notice to be published at least 30 days
before the waiver would be effective.

Included in this Federal Register
notice of the demonstration:project
would be its duration and an
explanation of what it is designed to
test. The definition included in the final
rule makes clear that these are the key
features, limited duration and its nature
as a test, that distinguish a
demonstration project from a change in
program policy or procedure. Because of
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these features, these notices of

demonstration projects are.not covered:

by public comment practices under DoD
_ Directive 5400.9 (32.CFR Part 296) or
DoD Instruction 6010.8.! Similarly,
individual notices of demonstration
projects are not “rules” within the
meaning of section: 553 of the
Administrative Procedure Act because
they are not statements of general
applicability and future effect that
establish or interpret policy or
procedure; rather, as is made.clear in
the definition contained in the final rule,
they are time-limited tests. Any
generally applicable change in policy or
procedure that might arise from a.

demonstration project will be handled in.

accordance with established practices
for soliciting public comment, to the
extent thoge practices apply.

Discussion of Comments. to.the NPRM

No public comments were received.
This final' rule. is not a major rule
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act or
Executive Order 12291.
List of Subjects in:32:CFR Part. 199

Claims, Handicapped, Health
insurance, Mlhtary personnel

Accordingly, 32 CFR Part 199 is
amended as follows:

PART 199—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation continues to
read as follows:

Authority: 10.U.S.C. 1079, 1086,,5.U.S.C. 301.
2. Section 199.1(o0) is redesignated as:
§ 199:1{p).
3. Add a new paragraph.(o): to § 199:1
to read as follows:

§ 199.1 General provisions.,
* * * * *

(o) Demonstration projects—{1)
Authonty The Director; OCHAMPUS
may waive.or alter any reqmrements of’
this regulation in. connection: with, the:
conduct of a demonstration. project
required. or authorized by law. except for

any requirement that may not:be waived:

or altered pursuant to.10.U.S.C. Chapter
55, or other applicable law.
(2) Procedures. Atleast 30.days prior

! Copies may be obtained'if needed. from.the U.S.
NavaliPublications and'Forms Center, 5801 Tabor
Avenue; Attn: Code 301, Philadelplia; Pa:.19120:

to taking effect, OCHAMPUS shall
publish a notice-describing; the
demonstration project, the:requirements
of this regulation being waived or
altered under paragraph {o)(1) of this
section and the duration of the waiver
or alteration. Consistent with the:
purpose and nature of demonstration
projects, these notices are:not covered
by public comment practices under DoD
Directive 5400.9 (32 CFR Part 296} or
DoD Instruction 6010.8.

(3) Definition. For purposes of this
section, a "‘demeonstration project” is a
project of limited duration designed to
test a different method for the finance,

delivery or administration of health care

activities. for the uniformed services.
Demonstration. projects may be required
or authorized by 10.U.S:C.. 1092, any

-other statutory provisien requiring or

authorizing a demonstration project ot
any. other provision of law that
authorizes the activity involved in.the
demonstration: project.”..

L] * - * *

Thomas J. Condon,

Acting Division Chief, Directives Division,
Department of Defense.

[FR Doc. 87-24174 Filed 10-18-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M'

Department of the Navy
32 CFR Part 706

Certifications and Exemptions Under
the International Regulations. for
Preventing Collisions at.Sea, 1972;
Amendment; USS:AVENGER

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy
is amending its certifications and
exemptions under the International
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at
Sea, 1872 (72 COLREGS), to reflect that
the Under Secretary of the:Navy has

determined that USS AVENGER (MCM-

1) is a vessel of the Navy which, due to
its.special construction and purpose,
cannot comply fully with. certain
provisions: of the 72 COLREGS without
interfering with: its special function as a

mine countermeasure ship. The intended

effect of this rule is to warn mariners in
waters where 72 COLREGS apply.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 29; 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Captain P.C. Turner, JAGC, U.S. Navy,
Admiralty Counsel, Office. of the Judge
Advocate General, Navy Department,
200 Stovall Street, Alexandria, VA
22332-2400, Telephone number: (202}
325-9744.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to the authority granted in 33 U.S.C.
1605, the Department of the Navy
amends 32 CFR Part 706. This ,
amendment provides notice that the::
Under Secretary of the Navy, under
authority delegated by the Secretary of
the Navy, has certified that USS
AVENGER (MCM-1) is a vessel of the
Navy which, due to its special

-construction and purpose, cannot

comply fully with 72 COLREGS, Annex
1, section 3(a). pertaining to the
placement of the after masthead: hght
and the horizontal distance between the
forward and after masthead lights,
without interfering with its special
functions as a Navy ship. The Under
Secretary of the Navy has also certified:
that the aforementioned lights are
located in closest possible compliance:
with the applicable 72 COLREGS.
requirements.

Moreover, it has been determined, in
accordance with 32 CFR Parts 298 and
701, that publication of this amendment
for public comment prior to adoption is
impracticable, unnecessary, and
contrary to public interest since it is
based on technical findings that the
placement of lights. on. this vessel in a
manner differently from that prescribed
herein will adversely affect the vessel's.
ability to perform its military functions.

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 706

Marine safety, Navigation (water),
Vessels.

PART 706—[AMENDED]

Accordingly, 32 CFR Part 706 is
amended as follows:

1. The authority citation for 32 CFR
Part 706 continues to read:

Authaority: 33.U.S.C, 1605..

§706.2 [Amended]

2. Table Five of § 708.2.is amended by
adding the following, vessel:
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Aft
. Aft Verticat masthead Alter
Forward masthead | Masthead | separation | lights not masthead
masthead light less lights not of visible over Forward light less
light less an 4.5 over all masthead | forward light | masthead than % Percentage
an the ' meters other lights | lights used 1,000 light notin 1 gpin'g'jlangth | horizontal
Vessel Number required above a when meters forward pa" of separation
height forward obstruc- towing less ahead of quarter of forward attained.
above hull. [ masthead tions, than ship in all | ship. Annex | o oinaay )
Annex 1, | light Annex | Annex1, | required by | normal | 1, 86C. 3@) | ion Annex
sec. 2(a)(i) 1, sec. sec. 2(f) Annex 1, | dagrees of lgséc (3)(a)
2(a)(ii) soc. 2(a)(i) | trim. Annex [t
1, sec. 2(b}
USS AVENGER MCM-1 X ®

Date: September 29, 1987.
Approved:
H. Lawrence Garrett, 111,
Under Secretary of the Navy.
[FR Doc. 87-24148 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M

32 CFR Part 706

Certifications and Exemptions Under
the International Regulations for
Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972;
Amendment; USS SPRUANCE

AGENCY: Department of the Navy.
AcTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy
is amending its certifications and
exemptions under the International
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at
Sea, 1972 (72 COLREGS), to reflect that
the Under Secretary of the Navy has
determined that USS SPRUANCE (DD-
963) is a vessel of the Navy which, due
to its special construction and purpose,
cannot comply fully with certain
provisions of the 72 COLREGS without
interfering with its special function as a
naval destroyer. The intended effect of

this rule is to warn mariners in waters
where 72 COLREGS apply.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 29, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Captain P.C. Turner, JAGC, U.S. Navy,
Admiralty Counsel, Office of the Judge
Advocate General, Navy Department,
200 Stovall Street, Alexandria, VA
22332-2400, Telephone number: (202)
325-9744.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to the authority granted in 33 U.S.C.
1605, the Department of the Navy
amends 32 CFR Part 706. This
amendment provides notice that the
Under Secretary of the Navy, under
authority delegated by the Secretary of
the Navy, has certified that USS
SPRUANCE (DD-963) is a vessel of the
Navy which, due to its special
construction and purpose, cannot
comply fully with 72 COLREGS, Annex
I, section 3(a), pertaining to the location
of the forward masthead light in the
forward quarter of the vessel, the
placement of the after masthead light,
and the horizontal distance between the
forward and after masthead lights,
without interfering with its special
functions as a naval destroyer. The
Under Secretary of the Navy has also

certified that the aforementioned lights
are located in closest possible
compliance with the applicable 72
COLREGS requirements.

Moreover, it has been determined, in
accordance with 32 CFR Parts 296 and
701, that publication of this amendment
for public comment prior to adoption is
impracticable, unnecessary, and
contrary to public interest since it is
based on technical findings that the
placement of lights on this vessel in a
manner differently from that prescribed
herein will adversely affect the vessel's
ability to perform its military functions.

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 706

Marine safety, Navigation {(water),
Vessels.

Accordingly, 32 CFR Part 706 is
amended as follows:

PART 706—{ AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 32 CFR
Part 706 continues to read:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1605.

§706.2 [Amended]

2. Table Five of § 706.2 is amended by
adding the following vessel:

. Aft
Aft Vertical masthead Atter
Forward masthead Masthead geparation lights not masthead
masthead light less lights not of visible over Forward light tess
light less than 4.5 over all masthead | forward light | masthead than Y Percentage
than the meters other tights | lights used 1,000 light not in ship’s length | horizontal
Vessel Number required above al when meters orward aft of separation
height forward obstruc- towing less ahead of quarter of forward antained,
above hull. masthead tions, than ship in all ship. Annex masthead g
Annex I, | tight. Annex | Annex 1, reguired by normal 1, sec. 3(a) light, Annex
sec. 2(a)(i) 1, sec. sec. 2(f) Annex 1, | degrees of 17860, (3)a)
2(a)(ii) sec. 2{a)h) | trim. Annex » 86C.
1, sec. 2(b)
USS SPRUANCE DD-983 x x 46

Date: September 29, 1987.
Approved:
H. Lawrence Garrett III,
Under Secretary of the Navy.
[FR Doc. 87-24149 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 100

[CGD 05-87-081]

Special Local Regulations, Master of
the Bay Pro/Am Regatta; Norfolk, VA

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Special local regulations are
being adopted for the Master of the Bay
Pro-Am Regatta. This event will be held
on October 22, 23 and 24, 1987, in the
waters of the Lower Chesapeake Bay.
The race course extends from the pier at
Ocean View, Norfolk, Virginia.
Approximately four and one half
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nautical miles in a northeasterly
direction. These special local
regulations are considered necessary ta
control vessel traffic and fishing
activities within the regulated area
during the sailing tournament.
" EFFECTIVE DATES: These regulations are
effective during the following periods:
11:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on October 22,
1987
9:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on: October 23, 1987
9:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and 8:30 p.m. to -
9:30 p.m. on October 24, 1987.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Billy ]. Stephenson, Chief, Boating,
Affairs Branch, Fifth. Coast Guard
District, 431 Crawford Street,
Portsmouth, Virginia 23705-6004 (804~
398-6204).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In.
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, a notice of
proposed rule making has not'been
published for these regulations and good

cause exists for making them effective in

less than 30 days from date of
publication. Adherence to normal
rulemaking procedures would not have
been possible. Specifically, the
sponsor’s: applicatiom to held the event.
was received in September 24, 1987
leaving insufficient time to publish a
notice of proposed rules or to provide a
delayed: effective date. The sponsor of
the sailing tournament submitted an:
application for a permit to hold the
Master of the Bay Sailing Tournament to
the Virginia Commission of Game and.
Inland Fisheries on October 17, 19886.
The Commission of Game and Inland
Fisheries issued a permit on: February
10, 1987, but in so doing was not aware.
that the race would convey a potential
impact on commercial fishing in the
area, or that special local regulations
would be required to control waterborne
traffic.

Drafting Information

The drafters of this'notice are Mr:
Billy ]. Stephenson, project officer,
Chief, Boating Affairs. Branch,, Fifth.
Coast Guard District, and Commander
Robert J. Reining, project attorney, Fifth
Coast Guard District Legal Office.

Discussion of Proposed Regulation

Bay Master Sailing Tournament Inc. is:
the sponsor of the sailing tournament.
The event will consist of sailing vessels
24 foot and up racing a prearranged.
course in the regulated area. If the event
is postponed, the Patrol Commander will
issue a Broadcast Notice to. Mariners.

There are two regulated areas; one on
each side of Thimble Shoal Channel.

When combined they form a rectangular
shape approximately two nautical miles
wide and four and one half nautical
milesilong extending in ainortheasterly
direction from shoreline. Thimble Shoal
Channel is not included in the regulated
areas.

The race course crosses the Thimble
Shoal Channel, which is not included in
the regulated areas. Normal marine
traffic will be permitted in the channel.
Therefore, the race participants crossing
Thimble Shoal Channel are required to:
give way to any vessels transiting the
channel, notwithstanding the potential
impact on their race positions.

Economic Assessment and Certification

These proposed regulations are
considered to be non-major under
Executive Order 12291 on Federal
Regulation and nonsignificant under
Department of Transportation regulatory
policies and procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 26, 1979). Because closure of’
the waterway is not anticipated for any
extended period, commercial marine

traffic, other than commercial fishermen,,

will be inconvenienced only slightly.

A regulatory evaluation was,
conducted at Coast Guard Group
Hamption Roads on August 23, 1987,
because of a written objection from the
Working Waterman's. Association of
Poquoson, Virginia. The Association’s
president, signing on behalf of the
Working Waterman's Association,,
estimated that the event as ariginally
planned would cause the watermen.to
loss $502,500 in revenues.

In response, the sponsor agreed. to
realign the course to its presently-
described configuration, and to shorten
the length of the event by one-half day.
Meoreover, the Patrol Commander has
been empowered to-authorize
Waterman's Association members
access into- the regulated area when
event participants are sailing in other

"gectors of the regulated course area. The

fact that the event will only restrict
Commercial Fishermen from using an
area two nautical miles wide and four
and one half nautical miles long off of
the Ocean View Pier for three days out
of a year around season. The
accommodations made by the sponsor,
and in cooperation with the Patrol
Commander’s authority to permit access

to the regulated areas, should reduce the

potential economic impact to
commercial fishing interests.

The President of the Working
Waterman's Association: now estimates
that the gill net fishermen and clammers

would lose approximately $120,000 in
revenue during the three days of the
event as restructured by the sponsor.
However, the Virginia Department of
Natural Resources feels that most of the
watermen will be harvesting oysters in
the James River during that period, and
only a few vessels will be working in the
Ocean View area. The Coast Guard
therefore, does not believe that the
$120,000 figure for lost revenues to the
watermen is an accurate projection.
Even were $120,000 in revenue:to be
forfeited that amount would not offset
the sponsor’s $273,000 invested in the
event. Any other economic impact of
this proposal is expected to-be so
minimal, that further regulatory
evaluation is unnecessary.

While some potential econemic
impact on interests represented by the
Working Waterman's Association is
acknowledged, it does not warrant
withholding the:permit for this event or
publication of these special local
regulations. Therefore, the Coast Guard
certifies that these regulations will not
have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 100
Marine safety, Navigation (water).
Proposed Regulation

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Coast Guard proposes to amend Part 100,
of Title 33, Code of Federal Regulations
as follows:

. PART 100—[AMENDED]. -

1. The- authority citation for Part 100:
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1233; 49 CFR 1.46 and'
33.CFR.100.35..

2. Section 100.35-05081 is added to
read as follows:

§ 100.35-05081 Lower Chesapeake Bay,
Norfolk, Virginia.

(&) Definitions—(1) Regulated areas.
(i) Regulated area south of Thimble
Shoal Channel is enclosed by a line
connecting the following points: Latitude
36°56.52" North, longitude 76°13.85" West,
latitude 36°57.71’ North, longitude
76°15.83' West, latitude 37°00.0" North,
longitude 76°13.65' West, and latitude
36°59.38' North, longitude 76°11.21' West.,

(ii) Regulated area north. of Thimble
Shoal Channel is enclosed by a line
connecting the following points: Latitude
36°59.75' North, longitude 76°10.86" West,

‘latitude 37°00.4' North, longitude 76°13.7’

West, latitude 37°01.6', North, longitude
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76°12.13' West, and latitude 37°00.45'
North, longitude 76°10.86' West.

(iii) Fireworks regulated area is
enclosed by a circle with a radius of one
nautical mile that is centered on latitude
36°57.55' North, longitude 76°14.41' West.

(2) Coast Guard Patrol Commander.
The Coast Guard Patrol Commander is a
commissioned officer of the Coast
Guard who has been designated by the
Commander, Group Hampton Roads.

(b) Special local regulations. (1)
Except for persons or vessels authorized
by the Coast Guard Patrol Commander,
no person or vessel may enter or remain
in the regulated area without permission
of the Patrol Commander.

(2) The operator of any vessel in the
immediate vicinity of this area shall:

(i) Stop his vessel immediately upon
being directed to do so by any Coast
Guard commissioned, warrant, or petty
officer on board a vessel displaying a
Coast Guard ensign, and

(ii) Proceed as directed by the officer.

(3) Spectator vessels may anchor
outside of the regulated area specified in
paragraph (a)(1) of these regulations but
may not block a navigable channel.

(4) The Coast Guard Patrol
Commander may allow the transit of
marine traffic through the regulated area
when it will not interfere with the
regatta.

{(5) The Coast Guard Patrol
Commander may allow commercial
fishing within the regulated areas when
the fishing activities will not interfere
with the regatta.

(8) Vessel operators shall remove all
unattended crab pot markers, gill nets,
or other fishing gear from the regulated
areas prior to the effective times listed
in paragraph (c)(1) of this section.

(7) The race sponsor may remove any
unauthorized obstructions to navigation
in the regulated areas.

(8) Sailing vessels and other vessels
participating in the event shall give way
to any vessels transiting Thimble Shoal
Channel.

(c) Effective dates. (1) These
regulations are effective for the
regulated areas north and south of
Thimble Shoals Channel during the
following periods:

(i) 11:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on October 22,
- 1987;
(ii) 9:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on October 23,
1987;
(iii) 9:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on October 24,
1987.
(2) These regulations are effective for

the fireworks regulated area from 8:30
p.m. to 9:30 p.m. on October 24, 1987.

Dated: October 9, 1987.
A.D. Breed,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, Commander,
Fifth Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 87-24167 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-14-N

33 CFR Part 117

[CGD7 87-05]

Drawbridge Operation Regulations;

New Pass, Sarasota, FL

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: At the request of the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT)
the Coast Guard is changing the
regulations governing the New Pass
bridge on State Route 789 at Sarasota,
Florida, by permitting the number of
openings to be limited during certain
hours. This change is being made
because of complaints about vehicular
traffic delays. This action will
accommodate the current needs of
vehicular traffic and still provide for the
reasonable needs of navigation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations
become effective on November 18, 1987,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mrs. Zonia Reyes, Bridge Section,
Seventh Coast Guard District, telephone
(305) 536—4103. ,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Commander, Seventh Coast Guard
District, published a notice of proposed
rulemaking on April 16, 1987, and a
Public Notice dated May 1, 1987,
soliciting comments on a regulation that
would have restricted the bridge
openings on Saturdays, Sundays, and
Federal holidays between 10 a.m. and 6
p.m. to once every 20 minutes, on the
hour, twenty minutes past the hour and
forty minutes past the hour. A
significant number of responses were
received about the proposal. The
majority objected to the weekend only
limitations. We reviewed new data
about bridge openings from January
through mid-May and concluded that
weekday restrictions will help alleviate
some traffic problems.

The Commander, Seventh Coast
Guard District, published a
supplemental notice of proposed
rulemaking on July 13, 1987, and a Public
Notice dated July 13, 1987. In each
notice, interested persons were given
until August 13, 1987, to submit their
comments.

Drafting Information
The drafters of this notice are Mrs.

Zonia C. Reyes, Bridge Administration
Specialist, project officer, and
Lieutenant Commander S.T. Fuger, Jr.,
project attorney.

Discussion of Comments

Ten comments were received about
the supplemental rule change. Two
commenters supported the regulations
as proposed; eight commenters objected
to the proposal. Seven of those asked
that the bridge openings be limited to
once every 30 minutes, at one quarter

-past the hour, and three quarters past

the hour. One commenter objected to the
proposal and asked that the bridge
openings be limited to once every 30
minutes, on the hour and thirty minutes
past the hour, except during the period
of National Weather Service Hurricane
Alerts and at such times the Governor of
the State of Florida orders the
evacuation of Longboat Key for reasons
of public safety. The Coast Guard has
carefully considered the comments. We
have determined that vessels can't wait
safely for more then 20 minutes because
of swift currents and limited holding
area. Closure of drawbridges during
natural disasters or civil disorders is
already outlined in the 33 CFR 117.33.
The final rule is unchanged from the
supplemental rule published on July 13,
1987, except for minor editorial revisions
needed to ensure a consistent format for
drawbridge regulations.

Economic Assessment and Certification

These proposed regulations are
considered to be non-major under
Executive Order 12291 on Federal
Regulation and nonsignificant under the
Department of Transportation regulatory
policies and procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 16, 1979).

The economic impact of this proposal
is expected to be so minimal that a full
regulatory evaluation is unnecessary.
We conclude this because the
regulations exempt tugs with tows.
Since the economic impact of this
proposal is expected to be minimal, the
Coast Guard certifies that, if adopted, it
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 117
Bridges.

* Proposed Regulations

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Coast Guard proposes to amend Part 117
of Title 33, Code of Federal Regulations,
as follows:
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PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE Philadelphia, PA 19107, Attn: Esther prior to abrasive blasting of any surface,
OPERATION REGULATIONS Steinberg. structure, or part thereof to which this

1. The authority citation for Part 117
continues to read as follows

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 499; CFR 1.46; 33 CFR
1.05-1(g).

2. Section 117.311 is added to read as
follows:

_§117.311 New Pass.

The draw of the State Road 789
bridge, mile 0.0, at Sarasota, shall open
on signal; except that, from 7 a.m. to 6
p.m., Monday thru Friday, except
Federal holidays, and from 10 a.m. to 8
p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays, and Federal
holidays, the draw need not open except
on the hour, twenty minutes past the -
hour, and forty minutes past the hour..
Public vessels of the United States, tugs
with tows, and vessels in a situation
where a delay would endanger life or.
property shall, upon proper signal, be
passed at any time.

Dated: September 23, 1987.

M.]. O'Brien,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Actmg
Commander, Seventh Coast Guard District.
[FR Doc. 87-24166 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

-ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40CFRPart52
[Docket No. AM053-PA; (FRL-3277-9)]

Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; -
Pennsylvania :

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. .
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is today approving a
request from the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania to amend Article XX of
Allegheny County's rules and
regulations (Appendix 23, section 533).
This amendment adds new regulations
for abrasive blasting.
DATES: This action will be effective on
December 18, 1987 unless notice is
received by November 18, 1987 that
someone wishes to’submit adverse or
critical comments.
ADDRESSES: Copies of the SIP revision,
as well as accompanying
documentation, are available for public
inspection during normal business hours
at the following locations:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region III, Air Management Division,
841 Chestnut Building, Eighth Floor,

Allegheny County Bureau of Air
Pollution Control, 301 Thirty-ninth
Street, Pittsburgh, PA 15201, Attn:
Ronald Chleboski.

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
Department of Environmental
Resources, Bureau of Air Quality
Control, 200 North 3rd Street,
Harrisburg, PA 17120, Attn: Gary
Triplett.

All comments should be submitted to
Mr. Joseph Kunz, Chief, PA/WV Section
at'the EPA, Region III address above,
EPA Docket No. AMO53-PA.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Donna Abrams (3AM11) at the EPA,

Region III address above or call (215)

597-9134.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
February 3, 1987, the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Resources
(DER) submitted a request from
Allegheny County to add Appendix 23,
Section 533 to Article XX of its rules and
regulations. This amendment provides
the Allegheny County Health
Department (ACHD) with the authority
to regulate particulate matter emissions
from sandblasting operations, and the
Commonwealth has requested that this
amendment be reviewed and processed
as a revision to the Pennsylvania State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The

Commonwealth has provided proof that, -

after adequate public notice, public
hearings were held with regard to this
amendment. .

This amendment applies to all persons
conducting, or allowing to be conducted,
abrasive blasting (a technique for
cleaning and removing paint from
structures, commonly known as
sandblasting) of any surface or structure
which has a total area greater than 1,000
square feet. This amendment sets forth
requirements for the following:

1. Visible Emissions

This provision places limitations on
the emissions from abrasive blasting in
the absence of lead paint, abrasive
blasting of lead paint, and high- snhca
abrasives.

2. Multiple Nozzles
This specifies that emissions from

‘abrasive blasting which employ multiple

nozzles shall be judged as a single
source for purposes of complying with
this regulation.

3. Permits

This specifies that a project or Annual
Abrasive Blasting permit must be issued
by the Director of the Allegheny County
Bureau of Air Pollution Control (BAPC)

regulation applies. -
4. Momtonng

This allows the Director of the BAPC
discretion to require monitoring at an
abrasive blasting operation if it is
determined that the operation may
reasonably be anticipated to have an,
adverse impact upon the public health,
safety or welfare due to, among other
concerns, the presence of lead paint or
high-silica abrasives.

5. Clean-up and Disposal Procedures

This provision establishes clean-up
procedures pertaining to abrasive and
blast residue upon termination of
abrasive blasting activities each day.

6. Ambient Lead Levels

This gives the Director of the BAPC
the authority to immediately suspend
any abrasive blasting operation
involving lead paint if lead levels in the

_ambient air equal or exceed 10

micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m?3),
eight-hour concentration, or equal or
exceed 25 pg/m? during any period of
time.

7. Ambient Respirable Free Silica Levels

This provision gives the Director the
authority to immediately suspend any

- abrasive blasting operation involving a

high-silica abrasive if the respirable
(particles smaller than 10 micrometers
(10~ ¢ meters) in size) free silica levels in
the ambient air exceed 100 ug/m? eight-
hour concentration.

8. Notice of Commencement

This requires that the owner or
operator telephone the Director of the
BAPC immediately before the actual -
start of the abrasive blasting operation.

9. Revocation

This gives the Director of the BAPC
the authority to revoke an abrasive
blasting permit under certain conditions.

10. Violations

This provision specifies that any
violation of any requirement of this
Section shall be a violation of this
Article giving rise to the remedies
provided in section 305 of Article XX.

11. Appeals

This allows appeals pursuant to the
provisions of secnon 804.H of Article
XX.

12. Alternative Standards or Procedures

This gives the Director of the BAPC
the authority to approve alternative
standards or procedures to be followed -
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on a specific abrasive blasting prolect
on a case-by-case basis.

Conclusion

The Administrator's decision to
approve this revision is based on a
determination that the amendment
meets the requirements of section
110(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act and 40
CFR Part 51, Requirements for
Preparation, Adoption and Submittal of
State Implementation Plans. Allegheny
County has not sought credit for these
controls in any attainment
demonstration under the Clean Air Act.
By this action, EPA finds that these
measures bear a significant relationship
to the attainment and/or maintenance of
the National Ambient Air Quality
i?:tandards for particulate matter and
ead.

The public should be advised that this
action will be effective 60 days from the
date of this Federal Register notice.
However, if notice is received within 30
days that someone wishes to submit
adverse or critical comments, this action
will be withdrawn and subsequent
notices will be published béfore the
effective date. One notice will withdraw
the final action and the other will begin
a new rulemaking by announcing a
proposal of the action and establishing a
comment period.

Under 5 U.S.C. section 605(b), I certify
that this SIP revision will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities (See
46 FR 8709).

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by December 18, 1987. This action
may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements
(See section 307(b){2)).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Incorporation by
reference, Intergovernmental relations,
Lead, Particulate matter, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Note: Incorporation by reference of the
State Implementation Plan for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was
approved by the Director of the Federal
Register on July 1, 1982.

Date: October 2, 1987.
Lee M. Thomas,
Administrator.
Part 52 of Chapter 1. Title 40 of the

Code of Federal Regulations is as
follows:

PART 52—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 52
continues to read as follows:

Auithority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642.

SUBPART NN—PENNSYLVANIA

2. Section 52.2020 is amended by
adding paragraph (c}(69) to read as
follows:

§52.2020 Identification of plan.
’ * * * * *
(C) * & W

(69) Revision to the Allegheny County
portion of the Pennsylvania State
Implementation Plan was submitted by
the Commonwealth on February 3, 1987.

(i) Incorporation by reference. (A)
Amendment to the Allegheny County
portion of the Pennsylvania SIP for Air
Pollution Control, Appendix 23, Section
533, Abrasive Blasting, approved on
October 9, 1986.

(B) Letter dated February 3, 1987, from
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to
EPA.

[FR Doc. 87-23994 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

40 CFR Part 52
[A-1-FRL-3177-7]

Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Rhode
Island; Disapproval of Alternative
Reasonably Available Control
Technology Determination

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule:

SUMMARY: EPA is disapproving a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision
submitted by the State of Rhode Island.
This revision is-an alternative
reasonably available control technology
(RACT) determination involving relaxed
emission limitations and an extension of
the final compliance date for three paper
and fabric coating lines at Arkwright
Incorporated (Arkwright) in Fiskeville,
Rhode Island.

EPA is disapproving this revision for
the following reasons: (1) The revision
request does not contain adequate
support that the emission limitations
already in Rhode Island's SIP for this
source cannot feasible be met. (2) The
revision request does not contain
adequate support that the compliance
date extension to June, 1988 for the
reformulation of coatings on one of
Arkwright's coating lines is expeditious.
(3) The revision request does not contain
adequate support that a reformulation

program or add-on control program is
not feasible on one of Arkwright's
coating lines. (4) The revision request
does not contain adequate support that
a final compliance date extension to
June 30, 1987, for the installation of
control equipment on one of Arkwright's
coating lines is justifiable. As a result of
this disapproval, Arkwright remains
subject to the emission limitations and
final compliance date found in Rhode
Island Regulation No. 19, Subsectlon
19.3.1.

The intended affect of this section is
to disapprove the SIP revision for
Arkwright Incorporated under Section
110 of the Clean Air Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule will become
effective on November 18, 1987.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the submittal are
available for public inspection during
normal business hours at the
Environmental Protection Agency, Room
2311, JFK Federal Building, Boston, MA
02203; and the Air and Hazardous
Materials Division, Department of
Environmental Management, 75 Davis
Street, Cannon Building, Room 204,
Providence, RI 02908.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David B. Conroy (617) 565-3252, FTS
835-3252.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
August 1, 1986 (51 FR 27560), EPA
published a notice of proposed
rulemaking (NPR) to disapprove the
administrative consent agreement
between the Rhode Island Department
of Environmental Management (DEM)
and Arkwright Incorporated which was
submitted by the State of Rhode Island
as a SIP revision. Today's final
rulemaking notice discusses EPA’s
review of Rhode Island’s SIP submission
in five parts:

1. Background Information

II. Summary of the SIP Revision

III. Deficiencies of the SIP Revision

1V. Public Comments

V. Final Action

1. Background Information

On July 6, 1983 (48 FR 31026), EPA
approved Rhode Island's Ozone
Attainment Plan and incorporated it into
the SIP. As part of the attainment plan, -
Rhode Island adopted Regulation No. 19,
“Control of Volatile Organic Compounds
from Surface Coating Operatlons "A
source subject to this regulation is
required under Subsection 19.3.1 to
apply RACT to its VOC emitting
processes. The RACT limitations
specified in Subsection 19.3.1 are
equivalent to those specified in EPA's
applicable Group I control techniques
guidelines {CTG) document.
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On November 5, 1985, the Rhode
Istand DEM submitted a revision to its
SIP consisting of an administrative
consent agreement between the DEM's
Division of Air and Hazardous Materials
and Arkwright of Fiskeville, Rhode
Island. This consent agreement was
issued pursuant to provisions in Rhode
Island Regulation No. 19, Subsection
19.3.3 which allow the DEM to impose
alternative compliance dates and
emission limitations to those set forth in
- Subsection 19.3.1 on a case-by-case
basis provided that certain conditions
are met. The process is commonly
referred to as making an alternative
RACT determination.

In order to qualify for an alternative
RACT determination under Subsection
19.3.3, a source must have documénted
to the satisfaction of the DEM's Division
of Air and Hazardous Materials that the
applicable emission limitations set forth
in Subsection 19.3.1 could not be met.
This must be done at least 18 months
‘prior to the final compliance date of July
1, 1985, set forth in Subsection 19.3.1.
This documentation must involve
demonstrating both economically and
technologically that neither coating
reformulation nor the installation of a
control system is feasible or even
partially feasible.

Amendments to Rhode Island .
Regulation No. 19 which included the
alternative RACT provisions of
Subsection 19.3.3 were submitted to EPA
by Rhode Island on May 14, 1982. EPA
approved these amendments on July 6,
1983 (48 FR 31026) as part of Rhode
Island's Ozone ‘Attainment Plan. It was
EPA's intention when approving
Subsection 19.3.3 that all compliance
date extensions and emission limitation
relaxations granted pursuant to this
subsection by the DEM would be
submitted to EPA as SIP revisions and
that any technical or economic analysis
would be independently reviewed and
evaluated by EPA. The DEM agrees that
EPA has the authority to review such
compliance date extensions and
emission limitation relaxations.

II. Summary of the SIP Revision

Arkwright Incorporated operates
three existing paper and fabric coating
lines (coater numbers 5, 8, and 7) in
Fiskeville, Rhode Island. At the time the
consent agreement was submitted as a
SIP revision, a forth existing line (coater
no. 4} was to be used as an emergency
standby for coater no. 8. This line has
since been dismantled and no longer
exists at Arkwright. There is one
additional line at Arkwright (coater-no.
3) which was installed in 1984 and is .
subject to different control requirements
than the existing lines. The lines are

used for the coating of plastic films such
as transparencies. Due to the nature of
the substrates ‘coated, the existing
surface coating lines at Arkwriglit are
subject to the control requiremerits of
Rhode Island SIP Regulation No. 18,

VOC content of each coating employed
at Arkwright be at or below 291bs -
VOC/gallon of coating (minus water) by
July 1, 1985, except as provided in
Subsection 19.3.3. (Note: 2.9 pounds
VOC/gallon of coating (minus water) is
the emission limitation specified in
EPA’s control techniques guideline
(CTG) document for such facilities.)

Pursuant to Subsection 19.3.3, the
Rhode Island DEM has submitted a
revigion providing relaxed emission
limitations and an extended compliance
date for Arkwright. The DEM believes
that the provisions of the consent
agreement submitted as the SIP revision
constitute an alternative RACT
determination for the source.

Arkwright has primarily employed
solvent-based coatings in its coating
lines. During 1980, the first full year this
regulation was effective, the VOC
emissions from this source were 1042
TPY. In 1984, the VOC emissions from
this source were 638 TPY with lines 5, 6
and 7 emitting 70 TPY, 191 TPY and 377
TPY, respectively. Under the proposed
consent agreement, Arkwright will be
required to install an add-on control
device on line 7 by June 30, 1987. This
device should reduce approximately 320
TPY of VOC emissions from this line.

The consent agreement also requires
Arkwright to reformulate the coatings
used on line 6 by June, 1988. All other
coatings on line 5 and on lines 6 and 7,
before reformulation or the installation
of add-ons, would be subject to an
emission limit of 7.03 lbs VOC/gallon of
coating {minus water}. This limit will be
reestablished on a yearly basis by the
DEM to reflect VOC reductions
Arkwright has achieved from its
coatings.

III. Deficiencies of the SIP Revision

As previously stated, EPA is
disapproving this revision because of
several deficiencies in the consent
agreement negotiated between
Arkwright and the DEM. Each of the
deficiencies is discussed below.

1. Compliance Date Extension—
Reformulation

The Rhode Island DEM has requévsted' '

a compliance date extension to June 30,
1988 for Arkwright Incorporated to
reformulate its coatings on coater No. 8.
Section 172(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act
(CAA), 42 U.S.C. 7502(b}{2), requires that

all provisions of an implementation plan

for a state relating to attainment and
maintenance of national ambient air
quality standards in any nonattainment
area must provide for the . .
implementation of all reasonably

- availablé control measures as
Subsection 19.3.1 which requires that the

expeditiously as practicable. Therefore,
for each individual compliance date
extension request, EPA must determine
whether or not the request does, in fact,
evidence an expeditious timeframe.

All requests for compliance date
extensions in nonattainment areas must
conform to the requirements of section
172 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7502.
In order to demonstrate that a
compliance date extension is consistent

- with the statutory requirement that all
_ reasonably available control measures '

be implemented as expeditiously as
practicable (section 172(b})(2]}, the
source must provide evidence of having
made reasonable efforts to develop and/
or install low-solvent technology at its
facility from the time of adoption by the
state of the applicable regulations
without any significant periods of - .
inaction. In addition, because section .
172(a) requires all SIPs to provide for
attainment of the ozone standard by

" December 31, 1987, in no case will a

compliance date extension request

_extending beyond 1987 be considered

expeditious. Further, in order to ensure
that the statutory requirements of
reasonable further progress (section
172(b)(3)) and timely attainment are met,
a compliance date extension request

‘must contain commitments to install

add-on control equipment by a specified
date if a low-solvent development v
program fails by a specified date.

Rhode Island Regulation No. 19 was
effective on November 13, 1979 and
conditionally approved by EPA on May
7, 1981 (46 FR 25468). EPA fully

__approved Rhode Island Regulation No.

19 as'part of Rhode Island’s Ozone
Attainment Plan on July 8, 1983 (48 FR
310286). Arkwright has not adequately
described the steps it took to investigate
the use of complying coatings since the
adoption of Regulation No. 19. Without
this detailed explanation, it is not
possible to substantiate Arkwright's’
claimi that it needs an extension beyond
the July 1, 1985 final compliance date
contained in Regulation No. 19. The type
of data needed to substantiate

" Arkwright's claim should have included,
" but are not limited to, a summarization

of the information gathering effort that
was undertaken by the company to
investigate the availability of new low/
no VOC technologies, a summarization
of the results of all screening tests that
were performed for the evaluation of
new low/no VOC technologies, a
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summarization of the results of all full or
limited scale production tests, and a
summarization of the results of all
market trials that were conducted for
promising low/no VOC technologies.
Additionally, the company should have
submitted a detailed schedule outlining
when future activities regarding its
reformulation program will be
completed.

Furthermore, EPA does not consider a
compliance date extension request
extending beyond December 31, 1987 to
be expeditious and cannot approve such
a request. Moreover, EPA cannot
approve this request because there is no
provision in Arkwright's consent
agreement requiring the company to
install add-on control equipment should

the low solvent development program
fail.

2. Compliance Date Extension—Add-on
Control :

The Rhode Island DEM has requested
a compliance date extension to June 30,
1987 for Arkwright Incorporated to
install add-on controls on coater No. 7.
The final compliance date in Regulation
No. 19 is July 1, 1985. By this date,
Arkwright should have installed add-on
control equipment on coater No. 7.
Arkwright claims it could not afford to
install the add-on control equipment by
July 1, 1985 and requested an extension
pursuant to Rhode Island Regulation No.
19, Subsection 19.3.3. EPA has done an
extensive review of economic and
financial information submitted by
Arkwright. That review has indicated
that Arkwright had and continues to
have the capability to make the
expenditures necessary to install and
operate add-on control equipment prior
to June 30, 1987. EPA does not consider
this schedule for the installation of add-
on control equipment which extends the
compliance date 24 months after the
final compliance date to be expeditious.

3. Emission Limitation on Uncontrolled
Line -

The Rhode Island DEM has requested
an alternative emission limitation for the
coatings used on coater No. 5. The limit
that the coatings on this line must meet
when operating is 7.03 Ibs VOC/gallon
coating {minus water). The DEM's
Division of Air & Hazardous Materials
will reestablish this limit on a yearly
basis to reflect VOC reductions
Arkwright has achieved from its
coatings. Arkwright has not provided
adequate support which shows that a
reformulation program on this coater is
infeasible. Furthermore, Arkwright has
not provided adequate support which
shows that add-on control equipment is
not feasibie on this coater.

IV. Public Comments

EPA has reviewed the two letters of
public comment which were received on
EPA’s proposed action of Rhode Island’s
SIP submittal. Each of the issues raised
in the comments is addressed below. For
some comments, a more detailed
discussion of the comments submitted
and EPA’s response is contained in
EPA'’s Technical Support Document
prepared for and in the docket of this
rulemaking action. Copies of the
Technical Support Document are
available from the Region I office listed
in the ADDRESSES section of this notice.

Comment: One commenter claimed
that Arkwright's plan was approved to

- attain compliance with Regulation No.

19. The commenter stated that the plan
is consistent with Regulation No. 19 and
that Arkwright did not receive a final
compliance limit other than that
contained in Regulation No. 19. The
commenter maintained that Arkwright
will meet the 2.9 Ibs VOC/gallon coating

. (minus water) emission limitation.

Furthermore, two commenters stated
that Arkwright has been engaged in a
reformulation program since the late
1970’s and has reduced its emissions
from 1042 tons/year in 1980 to 638 tons/
year in 1984. Therefore, the commenter
asserted that EPA’s statements in the
Technical Support Document about
Arkwright's reformulation program are
incorrect. One commenter further stated
that EPA’s statements are incorrect
because Arkwright has submitted
detailed documentation to the Rhode
Island DEM which supports its
reformulation efforts for the past several
years,

Response: In order to receive an
alternative RACT determination, the
provisions of Subsection 19.3.3 require
that the facility “demonstrate both
economically and technically that
neither coating reformulation nor the
installation of a control system is
feasible or even partially feasible.”
Arkwright has not demonstrated that it
is both economically and
technologically infeasible to achieve
compliance by the established
timeframe in the regulation. Therefore,
Arkwright's compliance plan is not
consistent with the federally-approved
regulation.

Furthermore, there is no final
compliance date in the consent
agreement or any requirements requiring
Arkwright to meet the 2.9 emission limit.
Additionally, there is no requirement in
the agreement that line number 6
achieve daily compliance with the 2.9
limit after completion of its
reformulation program. By information’
supplied by Arkwright, EPA knows that

Arkwright's reformulation program is
not addressing every coating used on
line number 6. After June 1988, there is
potential for violations on line number 6
since the company will use coatings on
that line over the 2.9 limit.

As stated, the actual reduction that
has already been achieved by Arkwright
is approximately 400 tons per year in
VOC. However, it is possible that most
of this reduction came from the closure
of line numbers 4 and 8. (In 1980, line
number 4 emitted approximately 229
TPY and line number 8 emitted
approximately 208 TPY.)

Furthermore, on September 26, 1985,
Arkwright submitted formulation data
for each coating it used in the period
from July 1, 1985 through August 15,
1985. Of the 57 formulations used on the
existing coating lines (line numbers 5, 6
and 7), only one formulation complies
with the 2.9 Ibs VOC/gallon coating
(minus water) emission limitation. Of
equal importance is the fact that every
coating used during that time period that

‘Arkwright designated as a “trial

formulation” exceeds the 2.9 1bs VOC/
gallon. (minus water) limitation.
Therefore, Arkwright has not
demonstrated that it has made
substantial progress with its -
reformulations. To date, EPA has not
received the detailed documentation
provided by Arkwright to the DEM
which the commenter referenced in the
comment letter.

Comment: One commenter stated that
the compliance plan set forth by
Arkwright was reviewed to determine if
it was consistent with the source-
specific RACT determination made for
Arkwright as part of a RACT study done
by an independent consultant. The
commenter stated that the RACT study
clearly stated that Arkwright was not
profitable at the time of the report.
Another commenter states that
Arkwright was not profitable during the
years 1981, 1982, and 1983 and per
“EPA’'s own RACT methodology” would
not be required to install add-on control
equipment. Orie commenter claimed that
all parties involved, including EPA,
reviewed the RACT study’s document
and adequate time was available to
incorporate any suggestions made. The
commenter stated that EPA was silent
on how the RACT study was to be
interpreted until more than a year after
the study had begun.

The commenter stated that EPA's
analyses did not follow the economic
criteria used in the RACT study, that the

" cost per ton criteria EPA used in its

analyses is more stringent than that
used for other EPA regulatory actions,
and that the economic criteria EPA used
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in its analyses concerning profits and
availability of loans are more stringent
than anything ever discussed and does
not represent RACT. Another
‘commenter also stated that EPA has.
attempted to indicate that the criterion
for judging feasibility is the company’s
ability to borrow money from a sound
parent company.

The commenter stated that the
compliance plan developed by
Arkwright (which was incorporated into
the DEM's consent agreement)
represents RACT under the criteria
developed by the RACT study's report.

Response: The RACT study conducted
by the consultant did not use “EPA's
own RACT methodology” to conduct the
financial analyses. The methodology
used to analyze the company’s financial
status was developed by the contractor.
Further, the criteria developed by the
contractor during the RACT study
should not have exclusively been used
by the Rhode Island DEM to detérmine
RACT for Arkwright. The purpose of the
study was to provide the State of Rhode
Island with justification to support its
SIP revisions. The purposé of the study
was not to develop EPA policy on |
economic analyses. EPA never approved
‘or endorsed the economic criteria
contained in the contractor's study. As
noted in comments submitted by DEM,
EPA informed DEM in 1984, well before
execution of the consent agreement
between Arkwright and DEM in June of
1985, that EPA did not accept the
contractor's determinations concerning
the economic feasibility of installing
controls. EPA also informed Arkwright,
by a letter in May of 1985, that EPA had
determined that Arkwright did have the
economic resources to install add-on
controls. In that letter, EPA explained
the economic criteria that EPA had
applied. Finally, in public comments
submitted on the proposed consent
agreement, EPA informed DEM that EPA
did not consider the agreement to
represent RACT. -

The financial tests developed by the
contractor are very generic and, if solely
used, would allow many sources to be
exempted from control. EPA envisioned
those tests to be a screening tool to
determine which sources clearly should
install controls. Further analysis would
be done for any source that claimed it
could not afford to install and operate
add-on control equipment. .

Further, the RACT study does not
clearly state that Arkwright was not
profitable at the time of the report. The
statements made in the RACT study do
not represent a clear statement that add-
on controls are economically infeasible.
Also, the statements in the RACT study
are not based on a thorough economic

. analysis of Arkwright's financial

condition. Such an analysis should
consider all aspects of a company's
financial condition, not just immediate
profitability. to determine whether the
company is capable of undertaking the
installation of pollution control

.equipment.

In Arkwright's case, the contractor’s
report did not provide adequate support

.to justify an alternative RACT. It is for

that reason that EPA conducted its own
analyses of the economic and
technological feasibility of add-on

‘controls. Those analyses do include a

company'’s ability to borrow money from
a sound parent company, although that
is only a part of the analyses. EPA's
economic analyses are contained in a
memorandum from EPA Region I's
economist, dated November 5, 1985, and
in a memorandum from EPA's Office of
Air Quality Planning and Standards,
dated April 10, 1986. These analyses
show that, as measured by several
conventional indicators, Arkwright is in
healthy financial condition and has been
80 at least since 1983. Moreover,
Arkwright has demonstrated the ability
to pay substantial dividends to its
parent company, to refinance and

reduce its long-term debt, and to make

major new investments in plant and
equipment. Finally, although Arkwright

did not show a new profit in 1982 or

1983, the company was profitable both
in 1984 and in 1985, and the cash flow

- - was sufficient to cover the annualized

costs of emission controls for all three
coating lines in those two years. Thus,
even if profitability were the sole
criterion, Arkwright's financial
condition would not justify a compliance
date extension to mid-1987.

Comment: One commenter took issue
with.EPA’s statement that the revision
request does not contain adequate
support that a reformulation program or
add-on control program is not feasible
on coater number 5. The commenter
stated that Arkwright on the whole, by
implementing the requirements of the
consent agreement, will achieve a 400
TPY reduction and will be able to
achieve compliance with Regulation No.
19 by the use of the bubble provisions
contained in Section 19.4. Further, the
commenter stated that EPA is
attempting to require reductions beyond
those needed to comply with RACT.

Response: The commenter claims that
Arkwright will be able to achieve
compliance with Regulation No. 19 by
bubbling. Presumably, the commenter
feels that the reductions which will be
achieved on coater numbers 8 and 7 will
go beyond what is required and
compensate for the excess emissions
from coater number 5 on a daily basis.

However, the SIP revision that has been
submitted does not require excess
reductions from line numbers 6 and 7
sufficient to compensate for the excess
eémissions from line numbér 5. Moreover,
from calculations done by EPA, it does
not appear that a plantwide bubble
would be feasible based on controlling
only coating line numbers 6 and 7.

As the commenter stated, Arkwright
will achieve 400 TPY in reductions by
lmplementmg the control strategy
outlined in the consent agreement. This
reduction represents a 63% overall
reduction in VOC emissions when
compared to the 1984 emissions of 638
tons. Since all but one of the
formulations reported to EPA on
September 26, 1985 need reductions in
excess of 69% to achieve compliance :
with the 2.9 Ibs VOC/gallon coating
{minus water) emission limitation, this
control strategy seems inadequate.

Comment: Two commenters stated
that coater number-4 has been
physxcally removed from Arkwright's
premises, and therefore, EPA’s
statement in the NPR that the revision
request does not contain adequate
support that a reformulation program or
add-on control program is not feasible
on that line is not relevant. :

Response: EPA is aware that coater -
number 4 was removed from
Arkwright's premises sometime after the
SIP revision was submitted. The consent
agreement which was submitted as a
revision to Rhode Island’s SIP, however,
in no way reflects that this line has been
removed or was scheduled to.be: - .. .
removed. The consent agreement allows
the coater to be used under certain
conditions past the final compliance
date of July 1,-1985. If this coater had
used noncomplying coatings anytime
after July 1, 1985, then this SIP revision
would still lack the necessary
documentation to justify why this should
have been allowed to occur.

Comment: One commenter took issue
with EPA’s statement that Arkwright
has not provided evidence of having
made reasonable efforts to develop and
install low solvent technology from the
time of adoption of the state regulation.
The commenter claims that EPA never
asked for such evidence before the NPR
was published. The commenter further
states that the reformulation deadline
for Arkwright has been advanced from
June 30, 1988 to June 30, 1987 which
meets the December 31, 1987 test for
expeditiousness.

‘Response: EPA asked Arkwright for
information regarding Arkwright's
reformulation program in a June 24, 1985
letter. Therefore, the commenter’s
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statement that EPA never asked for
evidence is incorrect.

In a letter dated July 7, 1986,
Arkwright proposed to condense the
schedule for its reformulation program
to July 1987. However, this proposal has
no bearing or relationship to the SIP
revision submitted by the Rhode Island
DEM. The SIP revision which EPA has
acted on has a final date of June 1988.
That date could only be changed had the
Rhode Island DEM resubmitted the
consent agreement prior to our
rulemaking on that change. Therefore,
the commenter’s statement about the
reformulation deadline is not relevant,

Comment: One commenter took issue
with EPA’s statement that EPA does not
consider a schedule to install add-on
control equipment extending 24 months
beyond the July 1, 1985 final compliance
date to be expeditious. The commenter
stated that the criteria of the RACT
study allowed for a two year pass if a
company was losing money. The
commenter stated that since Arkwright
was losing money, Arkwright was
entitled “by the rule” to have its pass
until July, 1988. The commenter says
that Arkwright agreed to start installing
controls on January 1, 1986 which is six
months before it had to and that the 18
month long schedule after January 1,
1986 was realistic based on Arkwright
having installed another add—on device
to its plant in 1984.

Response: The criteria of the
contractor’s RACT study does not allow
a two year “pass” if a company is losing
money. Secondly, the profitability
criterion of the RACT study is not “the
rule” by which Arkwright or EPA must
abide. As mentioned above, the purpose
of the RACT study was not to develop
EPA policy or to develop EPA or State
rules. The study was performed by a
private contractor who had no authority
to develop EPA rules. The purpose of the
study was to provide technical
documentation to the State. The State
should have used that documentation
consistently with EPA policy and
procedures.

Finally, the length of the schedule for
the installation of controls on line
number 7 has not been shown to be
expeditious. Arkwright has not provided
the necessary economic justification to
show that the schedule should have
begun January 1, 1986. EPA's own
economic analyses, discussed
previously, indicate that Arkwright had
the resources to begin installation of
controls well before that date.

Comment: One commenter took issue
with EPA’s statement that the revision
request does not contain adequate
support that there are no existing low/
no solvent formulations which can meet

Arkwright's needs on coater number 5.
The commenter stated that coater
number 5's only coated product is
unique and no existing low/no solvent
formula for this product exists at
Arkwright or anywhere else.

Response: EPA agrees that if a
product is unique, there are probably no
existing low/no solvent formulations for
that product. However, this still does not
address EPA's comment that Arkwright
has not demonstrated that a
reformulation program to develop a
low/no solvent formulation for that
product is not feasible on coater number
5.

Comment: One commenter took issue
with EPA's statement that Arkwright
has not provided adequate support to
show that add-on control equipment is
not feasible on coater number 5. The
commenter states that the State of
Rhode Island addressed this issue and
dismissed the possibility of add-on
controls on the basis of cost
effectiveness.

Response: At the time the contractor
completed its analysis of the cost of
controls for Arkwright, Arkwright
claimed that various assumptions used
in the RACT study regarding heat
recovery and oven exhaust recirculation
were not feasible for its processes.
Arkwright did not, however, submit any
of its own control cost estimates in
conjunction with these assertions in
order to show what it would actually
cost to install control equipment on its
coating lines. Therefore, if these
assertions were true, none of the costs
in the study can be considered
representative of what it would actually
cost to install controls. Therefore, it is
improbable that Rhode Island could
have made an accurate assessment
about the cost effectiveness of control
equipment on line number 5 with any
valid cost estimates for that coating line.
Because no accurate assessment of the
cost of control equipment existed for
line number 5, EPA did its own cost
analysis of control equipment on line
number 5. EPA found that it would cost
$1071/ton of VOC controlled to control
line number 5 based on 1983 data. (The
analysis is based on 1983 data because
that is when Arkwright would have had
to have begun the installation of add-on
control equipment had it intended to
comply with the July 1, 1985 final
compliance date contained in Rhode
Island's federally-approved SIP.) The
costs determined by EPA in its analysis
are substantially lower and more
favorable than the costs originally
determined by the contractor, even with
the contractor’s invalid assumptions.
EPA believes that if the requirement for
controls on line number 5 was dismissed

for reasons of low cost effectiveness as
the commenter asserts, then it was done
unjustifiably because the proper
documentation did not exist which will
allow such a determination.

V. Final Action

EPA is today disapproving the
consent agreement submitted by the
DEM as a SIP revision request for
Arkwright Incorporated in Fiskeville,
Rhode Island for the following reasons:

1. The SIP revision request does not
contain a demonstration that the
requested compliance date extension to
June 30, 1988 for reformulation of
coatings on coater number 6 constitutes
an expeditious schedule as required by
the Clean Air Act (CAA) and Subsection
19.3.3 of the federally approved SIP for
Rhode Island.

2. The SIP revision request does not .
contain a demonstration that Arkwright
needs a two year compliance date
extension until June 30, 1987 for the
installation of add-on control equipment
on coater number 7 as required by the
CAA and Subsection 19.3.3 of the
federally approved SIP for Rhode Island.

3. The SIP revision request does not
contain a demonstration that an add-on
control program or a reformulation
program is not feasible on coater
number 5 as required by Subsection
19.3.3 of the federally approved SIP for
Rhode Island.

Under Executive Order 12291, this
action is not “Major.” It has been
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review. Any
comments from OMB to EPA, and any
EPA response, are available for public
inspection at the Environmental
Protection Agency, J.F.K. Federal'
Building, Room 2311, Boston, MA 02203.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by (December 18, 1987). This
action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements.
(See 307(b)(2).)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Hydrocarbons,
Intergovernmental relations, Ozone,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Date: October 6, 1987,

Lee M. Thomas,
Administrator.

PART 52—[AMENDED]

Part 52, Chapter I, Title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:
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Subpart 00—Rhode Island

1. The authority citation for Part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642.

2. Section 52.2084 is amended by
adding paragraph (a){i) to read as
follows: :

§52.2084 Rules and regulations.
{a) Part D—Disapproval.

(1) On November 5, 1985, the Rhode
Island Department of Environmental
Management submitted a revision to the
Rhode Island State Implementation Plan
(SIP) for Arkwright Incorporated. This
revision is an alternative reasonably
available control technology
determination for the control of volatile
organic compounds (VOC) from three
paper coating lines at Arkwright
Incorporated’s Fiskeville, Rhode Island
facility. As a result of EPA's disapproval
of this revision, the existing VOC rules
applicable to Arkwright Incorporated
and contained in the Rhode Island SIP
remain in effect (Rhode Island Air
Pollution Control Regulation No. 19 as
approved by EPA in 40 CFR
52.2080(c)(19)).

|FR Doc. 87-24121 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 0

Editorial Amendment; Public
Reference Rooms Available

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action amends §§ 0.453
and 0.455 of the Commission’'s Rules, to
include an updated listing of all public
reference rooms available at the
Commission and other locations at
which records may be inspected. This
action is needed to conform these
requirements to current operations at
the Commission and to allow easier
access to Commission files, documents
and records.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective on October
19, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Terry Johnson, Information Resources
Planning Division, Office of Managing
Director, (202) 632-7513.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Order
Adopted: September 18, 1987.

Released: Qctober 5, 1987.

1. Sections 0.453 and 0.455 of the
Commission's Rules require updating so
that they conform to the current
operation of the Commission.

2. This Order amends §§ 0.453 and
0.455 to remove listings of public
reference rooms which are no longer in
operation and to add listings of public
reference rooms which are currently
being used.

3. Authority for this action is
contained in sections 4, 303, 48 Stat.
1066, 1082, as amended; 47 U.S.C. 154, -
303, unless otherwise noted. Implement;
5 U.S.C. 552, unless otherwise noted.

4. Accordingly, It is ordered, that
§§ 0.453 and 0.455 of the Rules is
Amended in accordance with the
attached, effective on the date of
publication in the Federal Register.

5. Persons having questions on this
matter should contact Terry Johnson at
(202) 632-7513.

Federal Communications Commission.
Edward J. Minkel,
Managing Director.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 0

Organization and functions,
(Government agencies).

Rule Changes

Part 0 of Title 47 of the Code of
Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 0—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 0
continues {o read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 4, 303, 48 Stat. 1066, 1082,
as amended; 47 U.S.C. 154, 303, unless
otherwise noted. Implement; 5 U.S.C. 552,
unless otherwise noted.

2. Section 0.453 is amended by
revising paragraph (d) and adding new
paragraphs (e) through (1) to read as
follows:

§0.453 Public reference rooms.

* » * * *

(d) The Mass Media Bureau,

- Auxiliary Services Reference Room.

The following documents, files and
records are available for inspection at
this location.

{1) Station files containing
applications for Remote Pickup, Aural
STL/ICR, TV Auxiliary and Low Power
Auxiliary Stations.

(2) International Broadcast
applications and related files.

(3) FM Translator applications and
related files.

(4) FM Booster station applications
and related files.

(5) Cards summarizing the historical
record of applications and dispositions

through May 1982 are available for
inspection. -

(e) The Mass Media Bureau,
Enforcement Division Reference Room.
The following documents, files and
records are available for inspection at
this location.

{1) Station files containing Notice of
Apparent Liability and Memorandum of
Opinion and Order and related files.

(2) Congressional correspondence
files and related materials.

(3) Network correspondence files an
related materials. :

(f) The Common Carrier Bureau,
Accounting and Audits Reference Room.
The following documents, files and
records are available for inspection at
this location.

(1) Files containing contracts between
carriers and affiliates, accounts and
subaccounts, pension filings, property
records, disposition units, and
depreciation rate filings.

(2) Computer 1I files and related
materials. ,

(3) Official correspondence files
which include waiver requests and
interpretations and related files.

(4) Docket 86-111 Implementation
filings containing Cost Allocation
Manuals and related materials.

(g) The Common Carrier Bureau,
Domestic Facilities Reference Room.
The following documents, files and
records are available for inspection at
this location.

(1) Microwave Point-to-Point, Digital
Electronic Message Service (DEMS),
Multi-Point Distribution Service
application files and related materials.

' (2) Space and earth station files and

related materials.

(3) Section 214 applications and
related files.

(h) The Common Carrier Bureau,
Mobile Services Reference Room. The
following documents, files and records
are available for inspection at two
different locations. The Legal Branch is
the responsible custodian for both
locations.

(1) Station files containing a complete
history of data submitted by the
applicant that has been approved by the
Commission which includes maps,
diagrams, petitions, co-channel

" searches, and other background

material.

{2) Pending files containing
applications for additional facilities or
modifications of existing facilities.

(3) Cellular Granted Station files and
related materials.

(4) Pending cellular applications and
related files.

{5) Petitions and related materials.
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(i} The Common Carrier Bureau,
Industry Analysis Reference Room. The
following documents, files and records:
are available for inspection at this
location.

(1) Files containing reports required
by FCC Rules and Regulations, anmual
reports to stockholders, administrative:
reports, monthly bypass reports and
related materials.

(2) Files containing reference material
from major telephone companies.

(3) Files containing Local Exchange
Rates and related files.

(i} The Comman Carrier Bureau
Reference Room, Tariff Review
Reference Room. Contains currently
effective tariffs filed by
Communications Common Carriers.
pursuant to various FCC Rules and
Regulations. Alsg available for review
and copying are recent revisions to tariff
filings and the Public Reference Room
Log which is prepared daily and lists the
tariff filings received the previous day.

(k) The Office of Engineering and
Technology, FCC Laboratory Reference
Room. The following documents, files
and records are available for inspection
at this location. Files containing
approved applications for Equipment
Authorization (Fype accepted, type
approved, certified and notified) and
. related materials are available for
review. These files are available in the
Commission's Laboratory in Columbia,
Maryland.

(1) The Private Radio Bureau
Reference Roonr. All authorizations in
~ the Private Radio Services and files
relating thereto, which includes Eand
Mobile, Microwave, Aviation Ground,
Marine Coast applications. All of these
materials are available in the
Commission's offices in Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania.

3. Section 0.455 is revised to read as.
follows:

§ 0.455 Other locations at which records
may be inspected.

Except as provided in §§ 0.453, 0.457
and 0:459, records. are routinely
available for ingpection in the offices of
the Bureau or Office which exercises
responsibility over the matters to which
those records pertain (see § 0.5].. or will
be made available for inspection at
those offices upon request. Upon inquiry
" to the appropriate Bureau or Office,
persons desiring to inspect such records
wil! be directed to the specific:location
at which the particular records may be
inspected. A list of Bureaus and Offices.
and examples of the records available: at
each is set out below.

{(a) Mass Media Bureau which:
includes the Cable Television Branch,

the Fairness/Political Programming
Branch and the Audio Services Division:.

(1) Applications for broadcast
authorizations and related files are
available for public inspection in the:
Mass Media and Dockets Reference
Room. See § 0.453(a)(2). Certairmr
broadcast applications, reports and.
records are also available for-inspection
in the community in which the station is
located or is proposed to be located. See
§§ 73.3526 and 73.3527.

(2) Ownership reports filed by
licensees: of broadcast stations pursuant
to § 73.3615.

(3} Network affiliation contracts:
between stations and networks. (for
television stations only).

(4) Contracts relating to network
service to broadcast licensees filed on
or after the 1st day of May 1969 under
§ 73.3613.

{5) Annual employment reports filed
by licensees and permittees of broad-
broadcast stations pursuant to § 73.3612.

(6) Cable TV system reports filed by
operators pursuant ta § 76.403.

(7} Contract files which contain
pledges, trust agreements, options to-
purchase stock agreements, partnership
agreements, management consultant
agreements, and mortgage or loan
agreements.

(8) Rulings under the Fairness.
Doctrine and section 315 of the
Communications Act, and related
materials..

(9) Ruling lists which contain brief
summaries of rulings.

(10) Files containing Station History
cards for stations in existence prior-to
1982.

{b) €ommon Carrier Bureau which
includes the Formal Complaints and’
Investigations Branch and the Informal
Complaints and Public Inquiries Branch.

(1) Annual reparts filed by carriers.
under §.43.21 of this chapter.

(2) Annual reports filed by, carriers.
under § 43.31 of this chapter.

(3) Reports on: pensions and benefits
filed by carriers under § 43.42 of this
chapter.

(4) Reports: of proposed changes in
depreciation: rates filed by carriers
untder § 43.43 of this chapter:

(5) Reports regarding divisfon: of
international telegraply communications
charges filed under § 43.53 of this
chapter.

(6) Reports regarding services
performed by telegraph carriers filed
under § 43.54 of this chapter.

(7) Reporis: of public.coast station:
operators filed under §43.71 of this
chapter.

(8) Valuation. repests filed under
section 213 of the Communications Act,
including exhibits filed in: connectiomn:
therewith, unless otherwise ordered by

§

the Commission, with reasons therefor,
pursuant to section 213(f) of the
Communications Act. See § 0.457(c](2).

-{9) A list of other reports filed by
common carriers.

(10) Contracts and other arrangements.
filed under § 43.51 and reports of
negotiations regarding foreign.
communication matters filed under
§ 43.52 of this chapter, except forthose
kept confidential by the Commission
pursuant to section 412 of the
Communications Act. See § 0.457(c)(3).

(11) Tariff schedules for all charges for
interstate and foreign wire or radio
communications filed pursuant to
section 203 of the Communications Act,
all documents filed in connection
therewith, and all communications
related thereto.

(12) All applications. for common
carrier authorizations, both radio and
nonradio, and files relating thereto.

(13) All formal and informal
complaints against common carriers
filed under §§ 1.711 through 1.735 of this
chapter, all documents filed.in.... .
connection therewith, and all
comunications related thereto.

(14) Files relating to submarine cable
landing licenses, except for maps
showing, the exact location of submarine
cables, which are withheld from:
inspection. under section 4(j) of the
Communications Act. See
§ 0.457(c)(1)(i).

(15) Annual employment reports filed
by common carrier licensees or
permittees pursuant ta § 1.815 of this
chapter. : _

(16) Enforcement proceedings and:
public inquiries and related materials..

(c) Office of Managing Director. (1)
All minutes. of Commission actions,
containing a record of all final votes,
minutes of actions and internal
management matters: as provided in
§ 0.457(b){1} and (c)(1)(i)- These records:
and files are available for inspection in:
the Agenda Branch.

(2) Files: containing information
concerning the history of the:
Commission’s rules. These files:are:
available:for inspection-in the
Publications Branch.

(3) See § 0.443.

(4) Repaorts filed pursuant to Subpart E
of Part 19 of this chapterand
applications for inspection: of such:
reports. See § 0.460(k)..

(d) Field Operations: Bureau. See

" § 0.457(£)(3) of this: chapter. Commercial

radio operator application files are
available far inspection: at this location.
(e) Office of Engineering-and
Technology which includes the Bureau's:
Technical Eibrary containing technical!
reports, technical journals, and bulletins
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of spectrum management and related
technical materials.

(1) Experimental application and
license files.

(2) The Master Frequency Records.

{3) Applications for Equipment
Authorization (type accepted, type
approval, certification, or advance
approval of subscription television
systems), following the effective date of
the authorization. See § 0.457(d)(1)(ii).
(Application files, technical journals and
other technical materials are maintained
at the Commission's Laboratory at
Columbia, Maryland.)

(f) The Commission’s offices in
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. See § 0.453(1)
of the this chapter.

[FR Doc. 87-24080 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73 _
[MM Docket No. 87-97; RM-5598]
Radio Broadcasting Services;
Laughlin, NV

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document, at the request
of Saguaro Broadcasting Co., allocates
Channel 300C1 to Laughlin, Nevada, as
the community’s first local FM service.
Channel 300C1 can be allocated to
Laughlin in compliance with the
Commission’s minimum distance
separation requirements without the
imposition of a site restriction.
Concurrence by the Mexican
government has been received since the
community is located within 320
kilometers (199 miles) of the U.S.-
Mexican border. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.

DATES: Effective November 30, 1987. The
window period for filing applications
will open on December 1, 1987, and
close on December 31, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Thisisa

summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-97,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractor, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,

2100 M Street, NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

PART 73—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

. Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended)

2, Section 73.202(b), the FM Table of
Allotments is amended by adding
Laughlin, Nevada, Channel 300C1.
Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24083 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
(MM Docket No. 87-95; RM-5648]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Anson,
TX :

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document substitutes
Channel 251C2 for Channel 252A at
Anson, Texas, and modifies the
construction permit of Station
KTCE(FM) to specify operation on the
new frequency, as requested by George
L. Chambers. The substitution could
provide Anson with its first wide
coverage area FM service. With this
action, this proceeding is terminated.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-95,
adopted September 17, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International )
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.

PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments is amended, under Texas, by
removing channel 252A and adding
Channel 251C2 at Anson.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24082 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 87-18; RM-5616, RM-5880]

Television Broadcasting Services;
Burlington, VT, Boston, MA; and

_ Saranac Lake, NY

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document allots UHF-
TV Channel 44+ to Burlington,
Vermont, as that community's third
commercial television service, at the
request of Vermont Broadcasters. In
addition, the offset on Channel *44 at
Boston, Massachusetts must be changed
from “plus” to “zero” in order to
accomplish the Burlington allotment. We
are also, allotting UHF-TV Channel 61—
to Saranac Lake, New York, at the
request of Citadel Communications Co.,

" Ltd,, licensee of Station WVNY(TV),

Channel 22, Burlington, Vermont. As a
first television service at Saranac Lake,
a site restriction of 3.1 miles (5
kilometers) southeast of the city is
required. The Burlington allotment
requires a site restriction of 7.1 miles
(11.4 kilometers) south of that
community. Canadian concurrence has
been obtained for the allotments and
offset changes. Although the commission
has imposed a freeze on TV allotments,
or applications therefor in specified
metropolitan areas pending the outcome
of an inquiry into the uses of advanced
television systems (ATV) in
broadcasting, this proposal is not
affected thereby. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1987.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202) 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-18,
adopted September 25, 1987 and
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released October 13,.1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and cepying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Raom 230}, 1919 M
Street NW., Washington DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transeription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC. 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73.
Television broadcasting.

PART 73—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.606 [Amended]

2. Section 73.606(b), the Table of
Allotments, is amended under
Massachusetts, by revising Channel
*44+ to *44 for Boston; by adding in the
entries for Burlington, Vermont, Channel
44+ and Saranac Lake, New York,
Channel 61—.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24081 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M.

47 CFRPart 73
[MM Docket No. 87-89; RM-56801

Radio Broadcasting Servsces,
Manchester, TN

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document allots Channel

268A to Manchester, Tennessee, as that
community’s. second FM service, at the
joint request of Roger Howell Dotson
and James Brittan Gilmore. A site
restriction of 9.0 kilometers (5.6 miles)
southwest of the city is required. With
this action, this proceeding is.
terminated.

DATES: Effective November 30; 1987; The
window period for filing applications
will open on December 1, 1987, and
close on December 31, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202} 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This isa
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-89,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during

normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140..
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part. 73
Radio broadcasting.

PART 74--[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Fable of FM
Allotments is amended by adding
Channel 268A at Manchester,
Tennessee.

Mark N. Lipp,.

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

{FR Doc. 87-24078 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 86-519; RM-5423]

Television Broadcasting Services;
Pullman, WA

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commissiar.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document allots UHF
Television Channel 244 to Pullman,
Washington, as that community's first
commercial television service, at the.
request of P-N-P-Broadcasting.
Concurrence by the Canadian
government has been obtained.
Althaugh the Commission hag imposed a
freeze on TV allotments, or applications
therefor in specified metropolitan areas
pending the outcome of an inquiry into
the uses of advanced television systems
(ATV) in broadcasting, this propaosal is
not affected thereby. With this action,
this proceeding is terminated.
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1987.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202) 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 85-519,
adopted September 25, 1987 and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DE. The

complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, {202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Television broadcasting.

PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.606 [Amended]

2. Section 73.606(b), the Table of
Allotments, is.amended by adding
Channel 24+ at Pullman, Washington..
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau:

|FR Doc. 87-24077 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|}
BILLING. CODE 6712-01-M.

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-79; RM-5642]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Block
Island, Rl

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Commission, at the
request of Kolleen Dodge, allocates
Channel 240A to Block Istand, Rhode
Island, as the community’s second local
FM service. Channel 240A can be
allocated to Block Island in compliance
with the Commission’s minimum
distance separation requirements,
without the imposition of a site
restriction. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.

DATES: Effective November 30, 1987. The
window period for filing applications
will open on December 1, 1987, and
close on December 31, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’'s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-79,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also

"be purchased from the Commission’s

copy contractor, Internationat
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Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW.,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the FM Table of
Allotments for Block Island, Rhode
Island, is amended by adding Channel
240A. :

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

{FR Doc. 87-24152 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
{MM Docket No. 87-98; RM-5609]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Socastee, SC

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final Rule.

SUMMARY: This document, at the request
of Cat Communications and Joseph A.
Booth, allocates Channel 258A to
Socastee, South Carolina, as the
community's first local FM service.
Channel 258A can be allocated to the
community in compliance with the
Commission’s minimum distance
separation requirements without the
imposition of a site restriction. With this
action, this proceeding is terminated.
DATES: Effective November 30, 1987. The
window period for filing applications
will open on December 1, 1987, and
close on December 31, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-98,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC’
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractor, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,

2100 M Street, NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037:

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b}, the FM Table of
Allotments for South Carolina is
amended by adding Socastee, Channel
258A. :

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

(FR Doc. 87-24153 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M :

47 CFR Part 73
{MM Docket No. 87-22; RM-5622]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Nacogdoches, TX

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document substitutes
Channel 299C2 for Channel 221A at
Nacogdoches, Texas, and modifies the
license of Station KTBC-FM to specify
operation on the new frequency, at the
request of Texan Broadcasting Co., Inc.
A sgite restriction of 11.6 kilometers (7.2
miles) north of the city is required. With
this action, this proceeding is
terminated.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1987,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’'s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-22,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

PART 73—[AMENDED] N

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments is amended, under Texas, by
adding Channel 299C2 and removing
Channel 221A for Nacogdoches.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau. )

[FR Doc. 87-24154 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-96; RM-5656]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Morrisville, .VT

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document allots Channel
230A to Morrisville, Vermont, as that
community’s first FM service, at the
request of Peter Morton. Concurrence by
the Canadian government has been
obtained. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.

DATES: Effective November 30, 1987. The
window period for filing applications
will open on December 1, 1987, and
close on December 31, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-96,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230}, 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.
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§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments is amended under Vermont,
by adding Channel 230A to Morrisville.
Mark N. Lipp,

. Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

{FR Doc. 87-24155 Filed 10-18-87; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

(MM Docket No. 87-90; RM~56371

Radio Broadcasting Services; Walla
Walia, WA

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document substitutes
Channel 264C2 for Channel 265A at
Walla Walla, Washington, and modifies

the construction permit of Station
KHSS(FM) to specify operation on the
new frequency, as requested by Blanche
Marie Hodgins. A fourth wide coverage
area FM service could be provided to
Walla Walla. A site restriction of 20.0
kilometers (11.8 miles) southwest of the
community is required. With this action,
this proceeding is terminated.
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 30, 1987.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, {202) 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-90,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's

copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW., Suite 140, :
Washington, DC 20037.

 List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.

PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 73
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments is amended, under
Washington by removing Channel 265A
and adding Channel 264C2 at Walla
Walla.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

|FR Doc. 87-24156 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]

. BILLING CODE 6712-01-M



38770

Proposed Rules

Federal Register
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Monday, October 19, 1987

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the
proposed issuance of rules and
regulations. The purpose of these notices
is to give interested persons an
opportunity to participate in the rule
making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
10 CFR Part 1010

Conduct of Employees; Cooperation
with the Inspector General

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
/ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy
proposes to amend the Department’s:
Conduct of Employees regulations (10
CFR Part 1010) to clarify Department.

- policy regarding cooperation required of
Department employees in matters
relating to official investigations by the .
Office of Inspector General.

DATES: Comments must be received not
later than November 18, 1987.

ADDRESS: Address comments to the
Office of Assistant General Counsel for
General Law, GC~43,. U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC 20585. The
envelope must also display the following
designation: “Revision of Conduct of
Employees Regulations.”

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Thomas C. Buchanan, Attorney-
Advisory, Office of Assistant General
Counsel, for General Law, Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586~
1522

Sanford ]. Parnes, Counsel to the
Inspector General, Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC 20585 (202}
586—4393.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Background

Section 208 of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (Pub. L. 95-91)
provides for the establishment.of an
Office of Inspector General within the
Department. It also provides that the
Inspector General shall be responsible
for conducting investigative activities

relating to the promogibﬁ of economy
and efficency in the administration of, or
the prevention or detection of fraud or

“abuse in, programs and operations of the

Department. To facilitate such activities,
it is considered appropriate that the
subject of DOE employees’ duty to
cooperate with the Office of Inspector
General should be addressed in the
regulations governing conduct of DOE
employees. Accordingly, the Department
proposes to amend Part 1010 of title 10,
Code of Federal Regulations, by adding
a new section (§ 1010.217) entitled,
“Cooperation with the Inspector
General.” The new section will make
reference to the other sections of the
regulations that have a bearing on
conduct of employees in this area.
Propsoed § 1010.217 does not confer new
authority upon the Office of Inspector
General or any other DOE official;
rather, it clarifies the policy and
authority established by existing
statutes, regulations, Federal case law,
and Departmental directives.

11. Opportunity for Public Comment

Section 501 of the DOE Organization
Act provides that if the Secretary
determines that a substantial issue of
fact or law exists or that a proposed rule
is likely to have a substantial impact on
the Nation's economy or on large
number of individuals or businesses, an
opportunity for oral presentation of
views, data, and arguments shall be
provided. DOE has concluded that this
proposed regulation does not involve a
substantial issue of fact or law and that
it will not have a substantial impact on
the Nation's economy or large numbers
of individuals or businesses. Therefore,
DOE does not plan to hold a public
hearing. Interested persons are invited
to submit written comments with
respect to the proposed regulation set
forth in this notice. Three copies of
written comments should be submitted
by [November 18, 1987} as indicated in
the ""Address" section of this preamble.

11I. Review Under Executive Order 12291

It has been détermined that the
proposed regulation is not a “major
rule” within the meaning of Executive
Order 12291 (February 17, 1981) because
the amendment will not result in (1) an
annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more; (2) a major increase in

costs or prices for consumers, individual
industries, Federal, State, or local
government agencies, or geographic
regions; or (3) significant adverse effects
on competition, employment,
investment, productivity, or innovation,
or on the ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete in domestic or
export markets. Accordingly, a

regulatory impact analysis is not
required.

IV. Review Under the Regulatory

Flexibility Act-

Pursuant to section 605 of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96~
354), it is hereby certified that the
proposed regulation will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
within the meaning of the Act. It is
related solely to internal agency
organization, management, or personnel.

V. Review Under the National
Environmental Policy Act

DOE has determined that this
proposal does not constitute a major-
Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment.

VI. Review Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act

This proposal does not impose a
“collection of information” requirement,
as defined in 44 U.S.C. 3502(4).

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 1010

Conflict of interest conduct of
employees.

- In consideration of the foregoing, it is
proposed to amend Part 1010 of Title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations, as
set forth below:

Issued in Washington, DC on October 5,
1987,

John S. Herrington, -
Secretary of Energy.

PART 1010—CONDUCT OF
EMPLOYEES

1; The table of contents is amended
by adding the following at the end of
Subpart B:- :

1010.217 Cooperalion with the Inspector
General (applicable to FERC). :
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2. The authority citation for Part 1010
is revised to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 208, 601-608, 644, Pub. L.
95-91, 91 Stat. 575-577, 591-598, 599 (42 U.S.C.
7138, 7211-7218, 7254); sec. 522, Pub. L. 94—
163, 89 Stat. 961 {42 U.S.C. 6392); sec. 308,
Pub. L. 95-39, 91 Stat. 189 {42 U.S.C. 5816a); 5
U.S.C. 301 and 303 (a); 5 U.S.C. (app. 4) 207
(a); U.S.C. 201-209; E.O. 11222, as amended
by E.O. 12565.

3. Part 1010 is amended by adding the
following new section:

§ 10.10.217 - Cooperation with the
Inspector General (applicabte to FERC).

{a) Upon the duly authorized request
of a representative of the Office of the
" Inspector General, a DOE employee
shall provide information requested by
the representative pertaining to the
operations and programs of the
Department. In responding to such a
request, an employee shall testify or
respond to questions, under oath if
specified by an investigator who is an
employee of the Office of Inspector
General, and, where appropriate, furnish
a signed statement; except that, an
employee is not required to respond to
questions or to testify if the answers or
testimony may subject the employee to
criminal prosecution. If the employee's
statements or information gained by
reason of such statements cannot be
used against the employee in a criminal
prosecution, failure to respond to such a
request for information may lead to
disciplinary action.

(b) Employees have a duty to expose
fraud, waste, inefficiency, or other forms
of wrongdoing on the part of DOE
employees, contractors, subcontractors,
grantees, or other recipients of DOE
financial assistance, or their employees.
All alleged violations of these
regulations shall be referred to the
Counselor and the Inspector General,
and the Counselor shall review and.
determine appropriate action in
accordance with § 1020.502 (c).
Reviewing officials shall report actual or
alleged employee misconduct to the
Counselor and the Inspector General
{8 1010.104(b) (6)). Notwithstanding any
other provision in these regulations,
DOE employees should, when ,
appropriate, report directly to the Office -
of Inspector General any information
concerning wrongdoing by Department
employees, or DOE contractors,
subcontractors, grantees, or other
recipients of DOE financial assistance,
or their employees.

[FR Doc. 87-24060 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION
ADMINISTRATION

12 CFR Parts 702 and 741

Reserves; Requirements for Insurance
AGENCY: National Credit Union
Administration (NCUA).

ACTION: Advance notice of proposal
rulemaking.

SUMMARY: T]he NCUA Board requests
comment on whether it should redefine
the "loans and risk assets” that

determine Federal and federally-insured’

state credit union reserve requirements.
Currently, most nonloan assets and
certain insured and guaranteed loans
are excluded. The Board requests
comment on whether all loans and
assets should be included. Comments
received will assist the Board in
determining whether to issue a proposed

. rule.

DATE: Please comment on or before
February 5, 1988. :
ADDRESS: Send commients to Becky
Baker, Secretary, NCUA Board, 1776 G
Street NW., Washington, DC. 20456.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. Charles H. Bradford, Chief
Economist, D. Michael Riley, Director,
Office of Examination and Insurance, or
Robert M. Fenner, General Counsel, at
the above address, or telephone (202)
357-1100 (Dr. Bradford), (202) 357-1065
(Mr. Riley), or (202) 357-1030 (Mr.
Fenner).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Current Statutory Reserve
Requirements

Section 116(a) of the Federal Credit
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1762(a)) requires
that Federal credit unions get aside a
certain percent of gross income at the
end of each accounting period as a-
Regular Reserve. The amount of reserve
transfer required is based on a two--
tiered formula, according to the size or
age of. the credit union; (1}. A credit.

.union in operation for less than four -

years or having assets of less than

gross income until the Regular Reserve
equals 71/2 percent of total outstanding
loans and risk assets, and then (b) 5

.percent of gross income until the

Regular Reserve equals 10 percent of .
loans and risk assets. (2} A credit union
in operation for more than four years
and having assets of $500,000 or more
must set aside: (a) 10 percent of gross
income until the Regular Reserve equals
4 percent of loans and risk assets, and
then (b) 5 percent of gross income until
the Regular Reserve equals 6 percent of

loans and risk assets. There is no time
limit for achieving these 10 percent and
6 percent reserve goals.

The term “total outstanding loans and
risk assets” is defined in § 700.1(j) of
NCUA's Regulations (12 CFR 700.1(j}} as
all assets except such excluded assets
as: Cash, deposits in other insured
depositories (including amounts above
the $100,000 insurance limit),
investments in Treasury and agency
securities, loans to other credit unions,
government-insured or -guaranteed
loans (including student loans), share-
secured loans, common trust
investments, prepaid expenses, accrued
interest and fixed assets. As a result of
these exclusions, the definition is
essentially limited to nonguaranteed
and noninsured loans.

Federally-Insured State-Chartered
Credit Unions

" Section 201(b)(6) of the Federal Credit
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1781(b)(6))
provides that federally-insured state
credit unions must maintain such
reserves as the NCUA Board “may
require * * * to assure that all insured
credit unions maintain rgular reserves
which are not less than those required
under Title I of the Federal Credit Union
Act.” This provision is implemented by
the standard insurance agreements that
NCUA enters into with all federally-

" . insured state credit unions and by

§ 741:6(a) of the NCUA's regulations,
.both of which require that federally-
insured state credit unions meet, at a
minimum, the statutory reserve
requirements imposed on Federal credit
unions by Section 116 of the Act. Thus,
the proposal to redefine risk assets
affects federally-insured state-chartered
credit unions as well as Federal credit
unions. -

Corporate Central Credit Unions

* Corporate credit unions (both Federal
and federally-insured state-chartered)
are subject to separate reserve
requirements pursuant to Part 704 of

. NCUA's regulations (12 CFR Part 704}

- and are unaffected by this proposal.
$500,000 must set aside: (a) 10 percent of -

Review of Current Methods

The nature of a credit union’s balance
sheet has changed dramatically since
“the original reserve procedures were
established. At that time, consumer

" loans made up almost all of a credit

union's assets and thus the credit union
made reserve transfers on what were
essentially total assets. At present, a
‘gsubstantial part of most credit unions’

" balance sheets is in items not
considered by definition to be risk
assets. These items are not mcluded in -
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the assets that determine minimum
statutory reserve goals. Events of recent
years have shown, however, that
substantial losses can occur on many of
these assets. For example, credit unions
have suffered substantial losses on
mutual funds and government securities
trading, on deposits in other financial
institutions, and on sales of buildings,
real estate, computers, and other fixed
assets.

Also, a review of historical data
shows that reserves as a percentage of
assets have declined over the last
several years. :

The following table presents the ratios
for both Federal and federally-insured
state credit unions.

RATIO OF REGULAR RESERVES (INCLUDES AL-
LOWANCE FOR LOAN LOSSES) TO TOTAL AS-
SETS

Federally-

Year Federal insured
credit union | State credit

unions
1882 3.5 40
1983 3.2 38
1984 3.3 39
1985 3.2 36
1986 3.0 34

The ratios in the above table exclude
undivided earnings and other revocable
reserves. If these other net worth
(capital) accounts were included, the
ratios would be approximately doubled.
The trends, however, would not be
different.

Finally, a report issued by the credit
union industry-sponsored National
Credit Union System Capitalization
Commission concluded that equity
capital should be increased in credit
unions. Inasmuch as the current ratio of
loans to total assets for all federally-
insured credit unions is 56.6%, redefining
risk assets to include nonloan assets
would clearly help to build credit union
capital.

Request for Comment

For the reasons addressed above, the
NCUA Board proposes to redefine the
loans and risk assets that determine
statutory reserve requirements.
Comments are requested on the
following specific issues:

1. Should all assets be considered risk
assets? While it is recognized that
degree of risk varies for different assets,
all assets carry some risk. Assets that
are nearly risk free, e.g., vault cash and
Regulation D reserves, are likely to be
immaterial in relation to a credit union's
total assets. Recognizing this, and in the
interest of simplicity, should the
definition include all assets?

2. In the alternative, should certain
specific assets be excluded? If so, which
asgets and why?

3. Broadening the definition of
reservable assets will temporarily
reduce the after-reserve income of some
credit unions by placing them in a higher
percentage transfer bracket for current
accounting periods. A review of June 30,
1987, call report data indicates that 3,040
(or 21%) federally-insured credit unions
are currently using retained earnings in
whole or in part to meet reserve transfer
requirements. If the definition of risk
assets were immediately changed to
include all assets, it is estimated by
NCUA staff that an additional 3,206
(22%) federally-insured credit unions
would face increased reserve transfers,
requiring those credit unions to either
reduce expenses or dividends or use
retained earnings. A number of options
are available, however, to prevent
adverse effects. The NCUA Board has
the authority, pursuant to section 116(b)
of the Federal Credit Union Act (12
U.S.C. 1762(b)), to decrease reserve
requirements on a temporary basis in.
individual cases. In the alterndtive, an
across-the-board delayed effective date
or gradual phase-in might be utilized.
The Board requests comment on what
specific action should be taken to avoid
unreasonable temporary reductions in
after-reserve income.

4. If credit unions are required to
reserve against additional assets, should
they be allowed to charge losses other
than loan losses to the regular reserve?
Should any limits be placed on these
additional charges?

5. Federal credit union accounting
procedures call for the creation of
contra-assets, or valuation allowance
accounts, for projected losses on loans
and for marking to the lower of cost or
market on mutual funds. This prevents
the true value of these assets from being
overstated on the credit union’s
statement of financial condition. The
allowance account for loan losses is
considered, however, in determining the
credit union’s reserve position relative
to its statutory goal. If investments are
treated as risk assets, will it be
advisable to establish similar
consideration for mutual funds, in order
to prevent double.reserving? Also,
should valuation allowance
requirements be established for other
types of assets?

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

The following information is provided
in accordance with 5-U.S.C. 603.

1. This action is being considered in
order to ensure consistency between
credit union reserves against losses and -
the risk inherent in the current asset

structures of credit unions, and also to
improve equity capital in credit unions.

2. The legal bases for this request for
comment are Sections 116 and 201 of the
Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C.
1762, 1781).

3. This proposal would, if
implemented, affect all federally-insured
credit unions by expanding the asset
base that determines reserve goals of
credit unions. Such a change would
affect some credit unions by temporarily
increasing the amount of income
required to be transferred to the regular
reserve each accounting period, which
would reduce the amount of income
available to meet expenses, to pay
dividends, and for other purposes. At
the same time, the changes would
increase equity capital in credit unions
and should ultimately strengthen the
credit union system. The change would
not impose new recordkeeping or
reporting requirements on credit unions,

4. The changes under consideration
would not overlap or duplicate any
existing Federal rules.

5. Inasmuch as the reserve transfer
requirements (as a percentage of gross
income) and reserve goals (as a
percentage of risk assets) are fixed by
statute, it does not appear that differing
requirments would be appropriate for
small credit unions.

Accordingly, the NCUA Board
requests comments on the issues
identified above and any other issues
relevant to credit union reserve
requirements.

By the NCUA Board on the 8th of October,
1987.

Becky Baker,

Secretary, NCUA Board,

(FR Doc. 87-24129 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7535-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR Parts 21 and 25

[Docket No. NM-26, Notice No. SC-87-5-
NM]

Special Conditions; Airbus Industrie
Model A320 Series Airplane

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration {FAA), DOT.

AcTION: Notice of proposed special
conditions.

SUMMARY: This notice proposes special
conditions for the Airbus Industrie
Model A320 airplane. This airplane will
have novel and unusual design features
when compared to the state of
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technology envisioned in the
airworthiness standards of Part 25 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR).
This notice contains the additional
safety standards which the
Administrator considers necessary to
establish a level of safety equivalent to
that provided by the airworthiness
standards of Part 25.

" DATE: Comments must be received on or
before January 19, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Comments of this proposal
may be mailed in duplicate to: Federal
Aviation Administration, Office of the
Regional Counsel, Attention: Rules
Docket (ANM-7), Docket No. NM-26,
17900 Pacific Highway South, C-68966,
Seattle, Washington 98168; or delivered
in duplicate to the Office of the Regional
Counsel at the above address.
Comments must be marked: Docket No.
NM-26. Comments may be inspected in
the Rules Docket weekdays, except
Federal holidays, between 7:30 a.m. and
4:00 p.m.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gregory ]. Holt, Standardization Branch,
ANM-113, Aircraft Certification
Division, FAA, Northwest Mountain
Region, 17900 Pacific Highway South, C~
68996, Seattle, Washington 98168;
telephone (206) 431-1918.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of these
proposed special conditions by
submitting such written data, views, or
arguments as they may desire.
Communications should identify the
regulatory docket or notice number and
be submitted in duplicate to the address
specified above. All communications
received on or before the closing date
for comments specified above will be
considered by the Administrator before
taking further rulemaking action on this
proposal. The proposals contained in
this notice may be changed in light of
the comments received. All comments
received will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested parties. A report summarizing
each substantive public contact with
FAA personnel concerning this
rulemaking will be filed in the docket.
Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this notice
must include a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Docket No. NM-26." The postcard will
be date/time stamped and returned to
the commenter.

Background

On February 7, 1984, Airbus Industrie,
1 Rond Point Maurice Bellonte, 31707
Blagnac Cedex, France, applied for type
certification of their Model A320 by the
Direction Generale de I'Aviation Civile
(DGAC) under the provisions of Joint
Airworthiness Requirements-25 (JAR-
25) and by the FAA under the provisions
of § 21.29 of the FAR and an existing
bilateral airworthiness agreement with
the government of France.

The bilateral agreement was reached
in 1973 to facilitate French acceptance
of aeronautical products exported from
this country and reciprocal U.S.
acceptance of such products imported
from France. The bilateral agreement
provides, in part, for U.S. acceptance of
certification by the DGAC that the
Model A320 complies with the
applicable U.S. laws, regulations and
requirements, or with the applicable
French laws, regulations and
requirements, plus any additional
requirements the U.S. finds necessary to
ensure that the Model A320 meets a
level of safety equivalent to that
provided by the applicable U.S. laws,
regulations and requirements. The
DGAC has elected to certify that the
Model A320 complies with the French
laws, regulations and requirements, plus
any necessary special requirements.

The DGAC has advised that the
French laws, regulations and
requirements applicable to the Model
A320 (i.e. the French type certification
basis) consist of JAR-25 with changes 1
through 10 thereto and including the
French National Variants, the Orange
Papers 84/1, 84/2, and 84/3, Joint
Airworthiness Requirements-All
Weather Operation {JAR-AWO), and
Special Conditions and interpretations
applied specifically to the Model A320.
JAR-25 is a document developed jointly
and accepted by the airworthiness
authorities of various European
countries, including France, for type
certification of large airplanes. JAR-25 is
based on Part 25 of the FAR, however
there are certain specified differences in
the requirements of the two documents.
In addition, JAR-25 also ¢ontains
requirements, known as National
Variants, that are peculiar to individual
accepting countries. “Orange Papers”
are interim amendments which are
eventually consolidated as a change to
JAR-25. Special conditions are also
applied where JAR-25 does not contain
adequate or appropriate safety
standards due to novel or unusual
design features. In order to preclude
confusion, these special conditions will
be referred to herein as the “French
Special Conditions.” JAR-AWO

contains additional requirements
applicable to all weather operations.

The Airworthiness Authorities of
Germany, England, and the Netherlands
are participating with France in a joint
certification process between these
countries with the objective of issuing
their Type Certificates simultaneously in
1988. U.S. type certification of the A320
is expected to follow shortly after the
European certification.

Based on the February 7, 1984, date of
application for type certificate, the
applicable U.S. laws, regulations and
requirements, as established under the
provisions of §§ 21.17 and 21.29 of the
FAR, are Part 25 of the FAR with
Amendments 25-1 through 25-56 thereto
and the special conditions proposed in -
this notice. When the applicable
regulations do not contain adequate or
appropriate safety standards because of
a novel or unusual design feature,
special conditions are prescribed under
the provisions of § 21.16 of the FAR in
order to establish a level of safety
equivalent to that established in the
regulations.

A comparison will be made of the
French type certification basis and the
above noted U.S. laws, regulations and
requirements, including the respective
French and U.S. special conditions.
Based on this comparison, the FAA will
prescribe any additional requirements
that are necessary to ensure that the
Model A320 meets a level of safety
equivalent to that provided by the U.S.
laws, regulations and requirements.

Noise certification is beyond the
scope of the bilateral agreement;
however, French test data are accepted
by separate arrangement. The French
noise certification basis is their “Arrete”
(order) dated November 26, 1981 (ICAO
Annex 16). The U.S. noise certification
basis for the Model A320 is Part 36 of
the FAR with Amendments 36-1 through
36-12 thereto and any subsequent
amendments adopted prior to the date
on which the U.S. type certificate is
issued. French noise certification test
data will be reviewed by the FAA for
compliance with the U.S. noise
certification basis.

The Model A320 must also comply
with the engine emission requirements
of Special Federal Aviation Regulation
No. 27 (SFAR 27) with Amendments 27—
1 through 27-5 thereto and any
subsequent amendments adopted prior
to the date on which the U.S. type
certificate is issued. Engine emigsion
requirements are also beyond the scope
of the bilateral agreement; however,
certification of compliance by the DGAC
will be accepted by separate
arrangement. Lastly, the statutory
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provisions of Pub. L. 92-574, “Noise
Control Act of 1972,” require that the
FAA issue a finding of regulatory
adequacy pursuant to section 611 of that
Act.

The French type certification basis,
together with the additional
requirements discussed above, Part 36 of
the FAR, SFAR 27, and the Noise
Control Act of 1972, will comprise the
U.S. type certification basis for the
Model A320.

A320 Design Features
General

The Model A320 airplane presented
for U.S. type certification is a short to
medium-range, twin-turbofan, transport
category airplane with a seating
capacity of 120 to 179 passengers, a
maximum takeoff weight of 158,730
pounds, and a maximum operating
altitude of 39,000 feet.

The structure of the A320 is generally
of conventional design and construction,
but with considerable use of composite
materials. Elements of primary structure
(the fin and horizontal tailplane) are
constructed of composites as well as
components such as flaps, spoilers,
ailerons, engine cowls, and the leading
and trailing edge access panels. In
addition, the structural design makes
limited use of overspeed protection and
active controls in the form of load
alleviation.

The model A320 utilizes fly-by-wire
(FBW) flight controls for the elevators,
ailerons, spoilers, tailplane trim, slats
and flaps, speed brakes, trim in yaw,
and engine control. The aerodynamic
surfaces are positioned relative to the
pilot's command by electronic signals
sent via airplane wiring from the flight
control computers to hydraulic
actuators. Conventional mechanical
control is provided for the rudder and
tailplane trim hydraulic actuators.
Should a short-term interrupt occur in
the electronic flight controls, flight could
be maintained for a period of time
through the use of mechanical control of
rudder and tailplane trim.

Normal electrical power is supplied
by a constant frequency generator on
each engine. An auxiliary power unit
{APU) driven electrical generator is also
available. A continuous source of
electrical power is required by the A320
fly-by-wire flight controls. In the event
of the loss of normal electrical power, a
ram air turbine (RAT) is automatically
deployed. The RAT provides hydraulic
power which is used by a constant
frequency generator to supply electrical
power. Until the RAT powered
generator comes on line (approximately
7 seconds), the flight control system is

powered from the airplane’s batteries.
RAT deployment may also be selected
manually by pushing an electrical
switch.

Hydraulic power to the flight control
system is simultaneously provided by
three independent hydraulic systems.
Functions are shared among these
systems in order to ensure airplane
control in the event of loss of one or two
systems. Two of the systems are
pressurized by variable displacement
pumps driven by the engine accesory
gearbox, and the third system is
powered by an electrically driven pump
or by the RAT hydraulic pump in case of
loss of normal electrical power.

The airplane has two basic engine
configurations: the SNECMA-General
Electric CFM56-5 engines, and the
International Aero Engines' (IAE) V2500
engines. Both engine types have a
takeoff rating of 25,000 pounds of thrust
(sea level, static). The engine control
system consists of a dual channel Full
Authority Digital Engine Control
{FADEC) mounted on the fan case of
each engine. Each FADEC interfaces
with various airplane computer systems.
The FADEC provides gas generator
control, engine limit protection, power
management, thrust reverser control,
and engine parameter inputs for the
flight deck displays. In addition to
control of the engines from the flight
deck through changes in power lever
position, an autothrust mode is provided
which commands thrust changes
directly to the FADEC without a
corresponding change in power lever
position. In this mode of operation, the
position of the power lever sets the
upper limit for thrust, except when alpha
floor is reached. At alpha floor, the
engines are commanded to full thrust,
regardless of lever position, to provide
high angle-of-attack (AOA) protection.
The autothrust mode can be disengaged
by pushing a button on the power lever.
The engine FADEC and associated
airplane related systems form the
complete propulsion control system.

Pitch and roll control inputs are made
through flight deck side stick controllers
mounted on the lateral consoles of the
pilot and copilot positions, in place of
central control columns. The flight
instruments are displayed on six
cathode ray tube (CRT) displays. Two
CRT’s are mounted directly in front of
both the pilot and copilot and display
primary flight instruments and
navigational information. The other two
CRT's are located in the center of the
instrument panel and display engine
parameters, warnings, and system
diagnostics.

The proposed type design of the A320
contains novel or unusual design

features not envisioned by the
applicable Part 25 airworthiness
stdandards and therefore special
conditions are corisidered necessary in
the following areas:

Operation Without Normal Electrical
Power

In the A320, a source of electrical
power is required by the electronic flight
control system. Service experience with
traditional airplane designs has shown
that the loss of electrical power
generated by the airplane’s engines is
not extremely improbable. The electrical
power system of the A320 must
therefore be designed with backup or
standby electrical sources of sufficient
reliability and capacity to power
essential loads in the event of loss of
normally generated electrical power.
The need for electrical power for
electronic flight controls was not
envisioned by Part 25 since in
traditional designs, cables and
hydraulics are utilized for the flight
control system. Therefore, Special
Condition 1(a) is proposed.

Electronic Flight Control System (EFCS)
Failure and Mode Annunciation

The A320 flight control system
architecture utilizes redundant elements
as well as alternate operational modes
to deal with losses of equipment and/or
signal interfaces, and to achieve a high
level of availability.

Existing Part 25 has been considered
adequate for stability and automatic
flight systems in traditional airplane
designs since those designs did not have
submodes of operation (they are either
on or off), the airplane handling
qualities were adequate with the
systems either on or off, and the systems
were not actively participating in load
relieving functions. These rules are not
sufficient for the A320 since they do not
address differences in handling qualities
and levels of envelope protection
between submodes of operation and
because elements of the automatic
system must remain on in order to
maintain safe flight and landing.
Therefore, Special Condition 1(b) is
proposed.

Command Signal Integrity

Command and control of the control
surfaces will be achieved by fly-by-wire
systems which will utilize electronic
interfaces (AC, DC, or digital data
buses). These interfaces involve not
only the commands to the control
surfaces, but all the control feedbacks
and sensor input signals as well. These
signal paths, as well as the digital
electronics that manage them, can be
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susceptible to spurious signals which
may cause unacceptable or unwanted
control responses. These spurious -
signals may originate from
electromagnetic or electrostatic sources
or from failures of subsystems in the
control loop. Therefore, special designs
are needed to maintain the integrity of
the fly-by-wire interfaces to an
immunity level equivalent to that of
traditional hydro-mechanical designs. In
addition, similar to the conventional
steel cable controls, routing of wire
bundles must provide separation and
redundancy to ensure maximum
protection from damage due to a
common cause. Therefore, Special
Condition 1(c} is proposed.

Powered Control Integrity

In the A320, a broad scope of flight
essential control functions are
hydraulically powered; e.g., active
controls for gust alleviation, full time
automatic trim, active stall protection,
active load factor protection, and active
overspeed protection. A loss in the
hydraulic Power Control Actuator (PCA)
capability, whether this is a partial or a
total loss, can affect the performance of
these flight essential control functions
which, in turn, may affect the airplane’s
operational limitations. Such systems
traditionally utilize redundancy and
separation in the routing of hydraulic
lines to comply with the regulations. As
a benefit of the fly-by-wire design, the
A320 will also permit modification of the
flightcrew commanded inputs to the
surfaces based on the flight computers’
assessment of the airplane’s current
state to maintain a safe airplane
response. To achieve this response, it is
necessary to ensure that the supply of
hydraulic power is continuously
available for operation of the flight
essential control systems. Therefore,
Special Condition 1(d) is proposed.

Maximum Control Surface
Displacement

In a conventional airplane, pilot
inputs directly affect control surface
movement (both rate and displacement)
for a given flight condition. The pilot
provides only one of several inputs to
the control surfaces of the A320, and it
is possible that the pilot control .
displacements specified in § 25.331(c)(1)
of the FAR may not result in the
maximum displacement and rates of
displacement of the A320 elevator. The
intent of these noted rules may not be
satisfied if literally interpreted. Because
of certain bank angle and roll rate limits
provided by the EFCS, it may not be
possible to obtain full aileron
deflections at the design maneuvering
speed (V,). On the other hand, the EFCS

may, under some conditions, produce
higher aileron spoiler or elevator
deflections than the pilot input is
capable of providing. Therefore, Special
Condition 1(e) is proposed. '

Active Controls

The A320 has a full time electronic
flight control system in the pitch, yaw,
and roll axes. There is automatic trim of
the horizontal stabilizer. There is also
manual control of trim through a -
mechanical link. The rudder is
conventional in design. The response of
the airplane to pilot commands and
turbulence differs from a conventional
airplane. The pitch control law for most
of the flight envelope is the “C-Star”
Law. The airplane will have neutral
static longitudinal stability in its normal
flight envelope. The elevator will
function automatically to assist holding
attitude during coordinated turns up to
33° bank angle, to provide pitch attitude
protection, to provide stall protection,
and +2.5g, —1g envelope protection. An
overspeed protection function is also
provided to protect the airplane against
speed overshoots above Vyo/Myo. This
overspeed function phases in a pull up
maneuver above the overspeed warning.
The spoilers and ailerons are used for a
gust load alleviation function, attitude
hold up to 33° bank angle, positive spiral
stability above 33° bank angle, turn
coordination which limits sideslip and
lateral load factor, and bank angle
protection over 65°. In addition, the
elevator performs a trim function which
will include correction of the Load
Alleviation Function (LAF) effects. The
effect of electronic flight controls,
including failures, on the structure is not

‘addressed by the regulations for

transport airplanes, therefore Special
Condition 2 is proposed.

Full Authority Digital Engine Control
System (FADEC)

The FADEC is an electronic engine
control, and even though the engine it is
controlling will be subjected to all of the
applicable requirements of Part 33 of the
FAR, the overall control system
reliability is not adequately addressed
by the existing regulations. Unlike
conventional hydromechanical controls
for which existing regulations were
developed, the electronic control does
not exhibit a “wear out” characteristic
but instead exhibits an in-service failure
rate which may be somewhat random
with time. Therefore, endurance tests or
other “mechanical” type evaluations
and subsequent tear downs do not
establish any significant degree of
implied or inherent reliability, as has
been the case with mechanical systems
evaluated in accordance with Part 33. In

addition, several components essential
to the overall evaluation of propulsion
system reliability for the A320 are '
airplane components not considered in
the engine certification program. The
propulsion certification and installation
requirements of Parts 33 and 25 of the
FAR do not contain adequate standards
by which to determine acceptable
reliability of a FADEC system installed
on a transport airplane. Therefore,
Special Condition 3(a) is proposed.

Engine Thrust Levers During Autothrust
System (ATS) Operation

The A320 ATS interfaces with the
FADEC to command thrust changes by a
direct input to the FADEC. This
approach bypasses the traditional aisle
stand clutchpack driven thrust levers

- and, as a result, the thrust lever position
may not correspond to the current
engine thrust level with the ATS
engaged, since the thrust levers do not
move with changes in engine thrust.
Thrust changes are detected by the pilot
through the electronic instrument
displays. In ATS operation, the pilot
selected position of the thrust levers, in
the range of Maximum Continuous
Thrust (MCT) to idle, sets the upper limit
of the ATS thrust demand authority.
Changes in the lever position by the
pilot change the upper limit but do not
affect the autothrust function
activation/deactivation.

The ATS function is automatically
deactivated by the FADEC whenever
one of the thrust levers is positioned
beyond the MCT gate (detent). The pilot
can also deactivate the ATS by pushing
the instinctive disconnect on the thrust
levers.

There is also an alpha floor protection
function. This function automatically
applies full rated thrust when a high
AOA is reached. This immediate
application of full thrust on both engines
does not inveolve thrust lever movement.

This design is unique to the A320 and
Part 25 does not contain appropriate
safety standards for such a design.
Therefore, Special Condition 3{b} is
proposed.

Display of Powerplant Parameters

The Electronic Centralized Aircraft
Monitoring System (ECAM]} does not
continuously display the powerplant
instruments required by § 25.1305 of the
FAR under all flight conditions.

The A320 Electronic Instrument
System (EIS) displays some of the
required engine instrument parameters
on a shared basis with other powerplant
or airplane system displays. Engine
instruments located on the lower ECAM
display unit are called up automatically
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when one engine parameter exceeds a
specified operating condition or limit.
However, the engine display may be
superseded by other airplane system
displays, such as hydraulic system or
electrical system schematics, or by fuel
system or APU instrument displays,
according to a pre-determined display
priority among the various ECAM
display modes. The required fuel
quantity indications for each tank are
not permanently displayed. Total fuel on
board is displayed on the upper ECAM
display unit to the right of the main
engine parameters. Individual tank
quantities can only be called up by
replacing the current system display on
the lower ECAM display unit with the
fuel system page. The A320 ECAM does
not have a compacted format for display
of powerplant instruments after the loss
of one display unit as in some -
previously certified electronic
instrument systems. In place of a
compacted format, information from the
lower ECAM display unit may be
manually reconfigured onto one of the
navigation display units by selecting the
appropriate position on the ECAM/ND-
transfer switch. The engine/warning
image from the upper ECAM display
unit is automatically displayed on the
remaining screen.

It is apparent from the airplane
designs from which FAR Part 25 was
based that the existing rules were
intended to be complied with by °
continuously displaying the powerplant
instruments for all ground and flight
operations. The EIS display of engine
instruments which is implemented on
the A320 was not envisioned by the
current rules. Therefore, Special
Condition 3(c) is proposed.

Protection from Lightning and
Unwanted Effects of Radlo Frequency
(RF) Energy

The use of fly-by-wire desngns to
command and control engines and flight
control surfaces increases the airplane’s
susceptibility to lightning and RF energy
sources external to the airplane. The
airworthiness regulations do not provide
adequate requirements for protection
from lightning and unwanted effects of
external RF energy.

Lxghtmng interaction with an airplane
can result in numerous problems.
Physical damage (direct effects) can

result from a lightning attachment to the

airplane. Such damage is characterized
by burning, eroding, and blasting, and is
the consequence of either the extreme
heat loading and accompanying acoustic
shock wave or deforming by magnetic
forces from the high current component
of lightning, An additional éffect
{indirect) results from the fast changing

electrical and magnetic fields produced
by the high currents of a direct or near -
strike. These fields can couple voltage
transients inta the airplane wiring and
subsequently reach the electrical and
electronic systems within. :

RF energy also has the potential to
cause adverse and potentially
hazardous effects on fly-by-wire
systems if design measures are not
taken to ensure the immunity of such
systems. This is particularly true with
the trend towards increased power
levels from ground based transmitters
and the advent of space and satellite
communications. This problem is
compounded by the fact that no
universally accepted guidance exists to-
define a minimum threat to which
civilian airplane system installations
should be hardened.

The A320 is being designed with only
electrical interfaces between crew
inputs and: (1) The elevator, aileron, and
spoiler flight control surfaces, and (2)
the engines. These interfaces, and the
interconnection among the electronic

- subsystems controlling these functions,

can be susceptible to disruption to both
command/response signals and the
operational mode logic as a result of
electrical and magnetic interference.
Traditional airplane designs have
utilized mechanical means to connect
the primary flight controls and the
engine to the flight deck. This traditional
design results in control paths which are
substantially immune to the effects of
lightning strike and effects of RF energy.
A special condition is required to ensure
that critical and essential systems be
designed and installed to preclude
component damage and system upset or
malfunction due to both direct and
indirect effects of lightning, and the
unwanted effects of RF energy.
Therefore, Special Condition 4 is
proposed.

Flight Characteristics

The A320 will employ an EFCS which
has no direct coupling from controllers
to surfaces in pitch (elevator) and roll; it
has response-command control laws in
these axes for primary operating modes,
and it has designated back-up control
laws that are utilized when the normal
operating state is unavailable. With full
augmented airplanes like the A320,
almost all the flying qualities
characteristics are independent of each
other, and individual characteristics
cannot, therefore, be used as predictors
of acceptable flying qualities in other
areas.

1. Flight Characteristics Compliance
Determination by Handling Qualities
Rating System for EFCS Failure Cases

The A320 EFCS technology has
outpaced existing regulations. (written
essentially for unaugmented airplanes
with provisions for limited ON/OFF
augmentation). Interpretive material for
§ 25.872(c) of the FAR needs to be
provided to aid in evaluating EFCS
failure cases. Therefore, Special
Condition 5(a) is proposed.

2. Longitudinal Stability

The A320 and similar airplanes with
command-type control systems lacking
airspeed or AOA feedback will not pass
the current Part 25 demonstration for
“gtatic longitudinal stability,” even
though the basic airframe may have
constant Mach gust stability. In the
“normal” flight regime, these airplanes
have short-term flight path stability,
tending to hold zero pitch rate or 1-g
normal to the flight path when stick .
force is zeroed at a new speed away -
from initial trim. Benefits of such a
command-control system are quick,
accurate pitch response, minimization of
pitch overshoots, and lack of transients
associated with gear/flap/speed brake
extension and thrust changes. Pilot
adaptation and pilot ratings have been
favorable for airplanes of this type for
most of the flight envelope and flight
phases. Because the A320 does not meet
the Part 25 requirements for static
longitudinal stability, and since the pitch
damping is also defined by the control
laws, the simple requirement for “heavy
damping” may not be appropriate for
this design. Therefore, Specml Condmon
5(b) is proposed.

3. Lateral-Directional Stability

Because of the A320 roll axis design
feature in which aileron force
commands roll rate, a stabilized
constant heading sideslip will result in
zero aileron forces, which does not
comply with § 25.177 of the FAR. This
condition will exist for bank angles up
to 33°. Therefore, Special Condition 5(c)
is proposed.

4. Control Surface Awareness

With a response-command type flight
control system and no direct coupling
from cockpit controller to control )
surface, the pilot is not aware of actual
surface position utilized to fulfill the
requested demand. Some unusual flight
condition, ariging from atmospheric
conditions and/or airplane or engine
failures, may result in full or near-full
surface deflection. Unless the flightcrew
is made aware of excessive deflection or
impending control surface limiting,
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piloted or auto-flight system control of
the airplane might be inadvertently
continued in such a manner to cause an
unsatisfactory stability or performance
characteristic. Therefore, Special
Condition. 5(d) is proposed.

Flight Envelope Protection

1. General Limiting Requirements

The manufacturer has elected to
develop extensive flight envelope
protection features integral to the basic
EFCS design. Envelope protection
parameters include angle-of-attack
(AOA), normal load factor, bank angle,
pitch angle, and speed. To accomplish
this envelope limiting, a significant
change (or multiple changes) occurs in
the EFCS control laws as the limit is
approached, or exceeded. When EFCS
failure states occur, envelope protection
features can likewise either be modified
or, in some cases, eliminated. The
current regulations were not written
with comprehensive envelope-limiting
systems in mind. Therefore, Special
Condition 6(a) is proposed.

2. Angle-of-Attack Limiting

The A320 design incorporates a low
speed protection feature {alpha limit)
which cannot be overridden by the
flightcrew. When operating normally,
the low speed protection system limits
the ability to demonstrate steady speeds
lower than, essentially, 1.06 times the 1-
g stall speed (Vgg), i.e., at coefficients of
lift (C,) less than the maximum
aerodynamic coefficient of lift (CLuax)-
Airbus Industrie believe that the strict
application of § 25.103 of the FAR will
impose a takeoff and landing
performance penalty on the A320 in
comparison with conventional-control
airplanes.

Stalling speed (V) is defined as )
Ve=Vermax/ VNzw, where Ny is the
normal flight path load factor. The speed
is determined from the certification
stalling maneuver with all aspects of the
EFCS operating normally, except auto
thrust is disengaged or overridden and a
higher than production AOA is'set so
that aerodynamic Cyyax canbe -
achieved. The flight characteristics at
the AOA for Cpyax must be suitable in
the traditional sense at forward and aft
center of gravity (CG]} in straight and
turning flight at IDLE power. Although
for a normal production EFCS and
steady full aft stick this AOA for Cpyax
cannot be achieved, the AOA can be
obtained momentarily under dynamic
circumstances and deliberately in a
steady state sense with some EFCS
failure conditions.

A re-definition of the stalling
reference speed for the A320 will have

impact on various performance and
flying qualities requirements currently

prescribed in Part 25. Areas of re- |

evaluation are principally: (1) Factors
for trim speed and speed range
requirements for flying qualities tests,
and (2} the operating speed selection for
performance conditions and tests.
Therefore, Special Condition 6(b) is
proposed.

3. Normal Load Factor (g) Limiting

The A320 flight control design
incorporates normal load factor limiting
on a full-time basis that will prevent the
pilot from inadvertently or intentionally
exceeding the positive or negative"
airplane limit load factor. The limiting
feature is active in all normal and some
alternate flight control modes and
cannot be overridden by the pilot. This
feature is unique in that traditional
airplanes are limited in the pitch axis
only by the elevator surface position
limit, which is normally sized for
adequate controllability and
maneuverability which may allow limit
structural design values to be exceeded.
Therefore, Special Condition 6(c) is
proposed.

4. High-Speed Limiting

The longitudinal control law design of
the A320 incorporates an overspeed
protection system in the normal mode;
this would prevent the pilot from
inadvertently or intentionally exceeding
a speed equivalent to the maximum
speed for stability characteristics (Vi)
or attaining the maximum demonstrated
flight diving speed (Vpg). The regulations
do not contain requirements for a high
speed limiter which might preclude or
modify flying qualities assessments in
the overspeed region. Therefore, Special
Condition 6(d) is proposed.

5. Pitch and Roll Limiting

Airbus Industrie proposes to
implement pitch and roll attitude
limiting via the EFCS normal modes that
will prevent the pilot from commanding
pitch attitudes greater than
approximately +35°, —15° body attitude
and roll angles greater than +65°. In
addition, positive, artificial spiral
stability is introduced for roll angles
greater than 33° for speeds below the.
maximum operating limit speed (Vo)
or the maximum operating limit
Mach (Myo) and 0° for speeds above
Vuo/Muo. At speeds greater thanVye
and up to Vpg, maximum aileron force
will command only 40° maximum bank.
Conventional airplanes are not limited
in pitch and roll. While limits may
provide certain benefits such as
protection from upsets, these limits
should not restrict normal and

emergency maneuvering. Therefore,
Special Condition 6(e) is proposed.

Side Stick Controllers
1. Pilot Strength

The A320 design incorporates side
stick controllers for pitch and roll in lieu
of conventional wheel controls. The
temporary and prolonged force
requirements of § 25.143(c), and related
flying qualities force requirements in
other paragraphs, are valid for wheel
controls only. Appropriate force
requirements must be established for
side stick controllers. Therefore, Special
Condition 7(a) is proposed.

2. Controller Coupling

The side stick controllers are not
mechanically interconnected, as in

_ conventional airplanes; instead,

electronic coupling is used to meet the
requirerents of § 25.671 of the FAR.
Therefore, Special Condition 7(b) is
proposed.

3. Pilot Control -

Side stick controllers for A320 pitch
and roll are a new controlling method
for transport airplanes. The regulations
do not address these types of airplane
controlling devices. Therefore, Special
Condition 7(c) is proposed.

4. Autopilot Quick-Release Control
Location -

The A320 autopilot quick-release is
located on the side stick controllers.
Since the A320 does not have a yoke,
the A320 cannot literally comply with
the regulations. Therefore, Special
Condition 7(d) is proposed.

Flight Recorder

The A320 utilizes a fly-by-wire flight
control system. The pitch and roll
control surfaces are positioned relative
to the pilot's command by electronic
signals transmitted via airplane wiring
to hydraulic actuators. In order to
achieve the same degree of correlation
on réecorded commands as is obtained in
traditional designs, the flight deck
commanded inputs, as well as the
resulting control system responses, will
need to be recorded. Furthermore, in
order to achieve the intent of
§ 25.1459(a}{4) of the FAR, the digital
flight data recorder will need to provide

- a means to verify that data are being

encoded onto the storage medium.
Therefore, Special Condition 8 is
proposed.

Special conditions may be issued and
amended, as necessary, as a part of the
type certification basis if the
Administrator finds that the
airworthiness standards designated in
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accordance with § 21.17(a)(1) do not
contain adequate or appropriate safety
standards because of novel or unusual
design features of an airplane. Specnal
conditions; as appropriate, are isued in
accordance with § 11.49 after public
notice as required by §§ 11.28 and
11.29(b), effective October 14, 1980,.and
will become part of the type certification
basis in accordance with § 21.17(a)(2).
Conclusion

This action affects only certain
unusual or novel design features on one
model series of airplanes. It is not a rule
of general applicability and affects only
the manufacturer who applied to the
FAA for approval of these feature on the
airplane.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Parts 21 and
25
Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety. _
The Proposed Special Conditions
Accordingly, the Federal Aviation

‘Administration (FAA) proposes the

following special conditions as part of
the type certification basis for the
Airbus Industrie Model A320 series
airplane.

The authority citation for these
special conditions is as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1344, 1348(c), 1352,
1354(a), 1355, 1421 through 1431, 1502,
1651(b)(2), 42 U.S.C. 185710, 4321 et. seq.;
E.O. 11514; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983).

1. Electronic Flight Controls

(a) Operation Without Normal Electrical
Power

In lieu of compliance with § 25.1351(d) of
the FAR, it must be demonstrated by test or
combination of test and analysis that the
airplane can continue safe flight and landing
with inoperative normal engine generated
electrical power (electrical power sources
excluding the battery and any other standby
electrical sources). The airplane operation
should be considered at the critical phase of
flight and include the ability to restart the
engines.

Discussion. This special condition requires
that the emergency electrical power system
be designed to supply: (1) Electrical power
required for immediate safety, which must
continue to operate without the need for crew
action following the loss of the normal
electrical power system; (2) electricdl power
required for continued safe flight-and landing;
and (3) electrical. power required.to restart
the engines. For compliance purposes, a test
demonstration of the loss of normal engine
generated power’is to be established such
that:

1. The failure condition should'be assumed
to occur during night instrument

-meteorological conditions (IMC).atithe most

- critical phase of.flight relative to.the

electrical power system design and
distribution of equipment'loads on'the
system. -

2. After‘the unrestorable loss.of the source
of normal electrical power, it must be

possible to restart the engines and continue
operations in IMC until visual meteorological
conditions (VMC) can be reached. (A -
reasonable assumption can be made that
turbojet transport airplanes are capable of
achieving flight into VMC conditions 30

~ minutes after experiencing the failure).

3. After 30 mintues of operation in IMC, the
airplane should be demonstrated to be
capable of continuous safe flight in VMC for
a time duration equal to the maximum flight
duration capability of the airplane together
with a safe approach and landing in VMC
conditions.

(b} Electronic Flight Control System (EFCS)
Failure and Mode Annunciation

(1) In lieu of compliance with § 25.672(c) of
the FAR, it must be shown that after any
single failure or combination of failures of the
flight control system that are not shown to be
extremely improbable—

(i) The airplane, when the failure or
malfunctions occur within thé operational
flight envelope, has the following
characteristics:

(A) Suitable handling qualities;

{B) The airplane is able to withstand the
induced loads multiplied by a 1.5 safety
factor;

(C) Vu/Mp is not exceeded.

(ii) The airplane has suitable handling
qualities for continued safe flight and
landing.

(2) In addition to compliance with § 26.672
of the FAR—

(i) If the design of the electronic flight
control system or any other automatic or
power-operated system has submodes of
operation that significantly change or
degrade the flight or operating characteristics
of the airplane, a means must be provided to
indicate to the crew the current submode of
operation. Crew procedures must be
available to ensure safe and proper operation
for the annunciadted flight control submode;
and

(it) The total loss. of the electronically
signaled flight control system (including its
electrical or hydraulic power supplies), must
be designed to be extremely improbable if its
loss would prevent continued safe flight and
landing.

Discussion. Suitable handling qualities, for
the purposes of special condition 1{b)(1)
above, are those determined from compliance
with.special condition 5a, Flight
Characteristic Compliance Determination by
Handling Qualities Rating System for EFCS

‘Failure Cases. Note that Special Condition 5a

is also proposed in lieu of § 25.872(c).

(c) Command Signal Integrity

In addition to compliance with § 25.671 of
the FAR, it must be shown that each Power
Control.Actuator.(PCA) receives command
signals that cannot be altered,
unintentionally, or that the altered signal
characteristics are such that:

(1) Stable gain and phase margins are
maintained for all aerodynamically closed-
loop flight control:systems.

*(2) The control authority characteristics are
not degraded.to a level that will prevent
continued safe flight and landing. Failures
which would otherwise preverit the airplane
from continued safe flight and landing need
not be considered.

Discussion. It should be noted that the

proposed wording “‘command signals that
cannot be altered unintentionally” is used in
this special condition to emphasize the need
for design measures.to protect the fly-by-wire
control system from the effects.of
electromagnetic interference (EMI) and radio
frequency energy (RF), fluctuations in
electrical power, accidental damage caused
by uncontained rotary machinery debris
(engine burst is addressed in § 25.903(d) of
the FAR), environmental factors such as
temperature, local fires, and any other
spurious signals or disruptions that affect the
command signals as they are bemg
transmitted from their source of origin to the
PCA's.

(d) Power Control Integrity

In addition to compliance with the
requirements of § 25.671 of the FAR, the
airplane control system must be designed to,
allow for continued safe flight and landing
after any failure condition to the flight
essential powered system which is not shown
to be extremely improbable, unless that
failure condition in itself would prevent
continued safe flight and landing.

(e) Maximum Control Surface Displacement

(1) In lieu of compliance with § 25.331(c)(1)
of the FAR, the airplane is assumed to be
flying in steady level flight (point A,,

§ 25.333(b)) and, except as limited by pilot
effort in accordance with § 25.397(b), the
pitching control is moved to obtain the
extreme positive (nose up) pitching
acceleration. The maximum possible elevator
deflections commanded by the EFCS must be
considered during this maneuver, using the
most adverse system tolerances. The
dynamic response or, at the option of the
applicant, the transient rigid body response
of the airplane must be taken into accountin
determining the tail load. Airplane loads
which occur subsequent to the normal
acceleration at the center of gravity
exceeding the maximum positive limit
maneuvering load factor, n, need not be
considered. It should also be established that
maneuver loads induced by the system itself
(e.g. abrupt changes in orders made possible
by electric rather-than mechanical
combination of different inputs) are
acceptably accounted for, up to Vp/Mp.

(2) In lieu of compliance with § 25.349(a) of
the FARA, the following conditions, speeds,
spoiler and aileron deflections (except as the
deflections may be limited by pilot effort)
must be considered in combination with an
airplane load factor of zero and of two-thirds
of the positive maneuvering factor used in
design. In determining the required aileron
and spoiler deflections, the torsional
flexibility of the wing must be considered in
accordance with § 25.301(b). It should also be
established that maneuver loads induced by
the system itself (e.g. abrupt changes in -
orders made possible by électric rather than
mechanical combiantion of different’inputs)
are acceptably accounted for, up:to Vp/Mp,.

(i) Conditions.corresponding to.steady
rolling velocities.must-be investigated. In
addition, conditions corresponding to-
maximum angular acceleration.must be
investigated. The investigation must include
the maximum possible aileron and spoiler
deflections.commanded by the EFCS, the
using the most adverse system tolerances.
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For the angular acceleration conditions, zero
rolling velocity may be assumed in the
absence of a rational time history
investigation of the maneuver.

(ii) At V,, sudden deflection of the aileron
and spoiler to the maximum possible
positions are assumed.

(iii) At Cc. the aileron and spoiler
deflections must be that required to produce
a rate of roll not less than that obtained in
paragraph (ii).

(iv) At Vp, the aileron and spoiler .
deflections must be that required to produce
a rate of roll not less than one-third of that in
paragraph (ii). ’

Discussion: These special conditions
require the manufacturer to consider the
critical deflection rates and deflections of the
control surfaces, considering the entire A320
flight control system, as opposed to only the
pilot's input, when demonstrating compliance
with §§ 25.331 and 25.349 of the FAR.

2. Active Controls

In addition to compliance with the
structural requirements of Subparts C and D
of the FAR, the airframe must be designed to
meet the criteria in this special condition.
These critieria are divided into two groups:

Basic Criteria

These criteria are considered necessary to
define a certification basis. The objective of
these criteria is to control, in a consistent -
way, the risk of catastrophic structural failure
associated with each failure condition.
Supplementary Criteria

The purpose of the supplementary criteria
18 to examine areas where the basic criteria
may not be sufficient and to check certain
situations which are considered realistic but
not covered in the normal requirements. The
arecise need for additional requirements
associated with these criteria and their level
nf severity will depend on the sensitivity of
‘he airplane to these conditions and on the
conclusion thast these problems may show
the airplane to have a lower level of safety
compared to an airplane without active flight
controls. These supplementary criteria will
form the basis of required investigations to
be performed by the manufacturer and will
be evaluated by the certification authorities.

(a) Basic Criteria

(1) With the system operative—i{i)
Determination of limit loads. Limit loads
must be derived in all normal operating
configurations of the systems from all
deterministic limit load conditions specified
in Part 25, taking into account-any special
behavior of such systems or associated
functions or any effect on the structural
performance of the airplane which may occur
up to limit loads. In particular, any significant
nonlinearity (aerodynamic, aeroelastic, rate
of displacement of control surfaces, and any
other system limit nonlinearities) must be
accounted for when deriving limit loads from
limit conditions.

(i1) Load conditions defined on a-statistical
basis. In cases where Mission Analysis is
used for continuous turbulence, all the .
systems failure conditions associated with
their probability must be accounted for in a
rational or conservative manner in order to
ensure that the probability of exceeding the
limit load is not higher than the prescribed
value of the current requirement.

(iii} Strength requirements. The airplane
must meet the strength requirements of Part
25 (static strength, residual strength) using
the appropriate factors specified in Part 25 to
derive ultimate loads from the limit loads
defined above. .

(iv) Nonlinearities above limit load. When
some systems present a nonlinear behavior
limit loads (e.g., saturation), an increase of
the safety factors may be found necessary in
order to ensure a protection of the airplane
beyond the limit conditions comparable to an
airplane not equipped with such systems,
taking into account the physical limitations of
the airplane established in a conservative
way. It must also be shown that, between
limit load and 1.5 times limit load,
nonlinearities in the load alleviation function,
including aeroelastic effects, will not result in
a smaller load increment than the increment
achieved at limit load due to load alleviation.

(2) With the system in failure conditions.
(i) Warnings must be provided to annunciate

- the existence of failure conditions which

affect the structural capability of the airplane
and for which the associated reduction in
airworthiness can be minimized by suitable
operational limitations. Failure conditions
which affect the structural capability of the
airplane and for which there is no suitable
compensating operational limitation need not
be annunciated to the flightcrew, but must be
detected before the next flight.

(ii) In addition, the following conditions
must be met for all failure conditions not
shown to be extremely improbable and which
have an impact on structural performance.

(A) At the time of occurrence. Starting from
1-g leve! flight conditions, a realistic scenario,
including pilot corrective actions, must be
established {o determine the loads and

SAFETY 1.5 .
FACIOR .
1.0 .

speeds occurring at the time of failure and
immediately after failure. '

(2) The airplane must be able to withstand
these loads, multiplied by a 1.5 factor of
safety to obtain ultimate loads. These loads
must also be included in the damage
tolerance evaluation required by § 25.571(b)
of the FAR if the failure condition is
probable.

(2) A flutter and divergence justification
must be made in accordance with paragraph
(2)(ii)(B) applied to failure conditions not
shown to be extremely improbable. For
failure conditions which result in speed
increases beyond V¢/Mc, freedom from
flutter and divergence must be shown to the
speeds indicated by paragraph (2)(ii}{B), with

"V¢/Mc replaced by the maximum speed
obtained during the above realistic scenario.

(B) For continuation of the flight. The new
airplane configuration and associated flight
limitations, if any, must be taken into account
and the justification must cover:

(1) A static and residual strength
substantiation. These investigations must
take into account the loads induced by the
failure conditions (resulting from any single
or combination of system failures not shown
to be extremely improbable) in those cases
where these loads will continue up to the end
of the flight, in combination with the
deterministic limit conditions specified in
Part 25 (as maneuvers, discrete gust, design
envelope for continuous turbulence, etc.).

(/) For the static strength substantiation,
each part of the structure affected by-failure
of the EFCS must be able to withstand the
above specified loads multiplied by a factor
between 1 and 1.5 depending on the
probability of the failure conditions. The
factors shown in the following figure may be

used.

10-9
Probability

(1i} For structure affected by failure of the
EFCS and with structural damage in
combination with the EFCS failure .
conditions, a factor must be applied for the
same purpose to the loads used for the
justification of the airplane without system

RESIOUAL Lo .
STRENGTH .
FACTOR 2/ .

10-5 10-3 100

of fallure (per hour)

. failure condition. In any case, the residual

strength level must be at least 1 g flight loads
combined with %5 of the gust or maneuver
conditions specified in § 25.571{b) of the FAR.
The residual strength factors shown in the
following figure may be used.

T

« s e

10-9

10-5 10-3 100

Probabitity of fallure (per hour)

(2) Flutter and divergence substantiation.
Due to High Speed Protection, the speed
margin between V¢ and Vp, compared with an
airplane without such protection, may be

. reduced. Therefore, compliance with

§ 25.629(d) must be shown to a speed of 1.15

V¢ or to Vy,, whichever is greater. However, at
altitudes where Vp is limited by Mach.

- number, compliance may be shown to My or.

M + .05, whichever is greater. The failsafe
flutter speed at any altitude need not exceed
the value of Vp that would result from
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compliance with §25.335(b) without high
speed protection. In addition, a margin up to
20% above Vp/My, depending on the
probability of failure, must be provided for
any system failure condition affecting the
EFCS the Load Alleviation Function (LAF), or

High Speed Protection function. For probable
failure conditions which affect the High
Speed Protection function, this value of
Vp/Mp must be the particular value defined
for this failure condition. The margins shown
in the following figure may be used.

Flutter 1.2 ¥p .
Speed .
Margin Vp or .
1.15 v¢.

(whichever is .
greater) .

10-9

10-5 10-3 100

Probability of failure (per hour)

(3) Damage propagation substantiation. If
the time likely to be spent in this failure
condition is not small compared to the
damage propagation period, or if the loads
induced by the failure condition may have a
significant influence on the damage
propagation, then the effects of the particular
failure condition must be addressed and the
corresponding inspection intervals adjusted
to adequately cover this situation.

(C) Known failure conditions. The airplane
may be considered to be airworthy in a
system failure condition which reduces the
structural performance if the effects of flight
and operational limitations, when combined
with those of the failure condition, allow the
airplane to-meet all Part 25 structural
requirements. The consequences of
subsequent system failures must also be
considered.

(b) Supplementary Criteria

(1) Realistic gust fields. Realistic
representations of gust and turbulence must
be accounted for. This is both to provide
confidence that design assumptions based on’
idealized turbulence will not lead to
optimistic estimates of the degree of load
alleviation likely to be achieved and to avoid
unnecessary constraints on control system
design.

(2) Availability of control authority and
power supply to control systems. Adequate
power supply to the control systems (e.g.,
hydraulic power) and adequate control
authority must be available for load
alleviation and flight control under realistic
conditions of severe turbulence. Maneuvers,
gusts, and combinations of maneuvers and
gusts must be considered.

(3) Effects of control input on loads in
turbulence. The effects of loads induced by
control activity during flight in turbulence on
the LAF effectiveness in reducing the total
loads in turbulence must be assessed.

(4) System reliability. If the systems prove
less reliable in service than assessed for
certification, adjustments in maintenance
schedules, load levels, and/or operating
limitations may be required. The systems
must be monitored for a sufficient period of
time to substantiate an adequate level of
reliability. Details of the reliability
verification program must be based on
system criticality and the degree of
conservatism inherent in the system design
and analysis. Periodic checks for system
reliability may be required throughout the
service life of the systems.

(5) Test demonstration. The purpose of the

test demonstration is to show that the
airplane meets the regulatory requirements
by carrying out performance and fault tests at
selected conditions. The tests shall include,
in addition to those normally required by Part
25, the following simulator, ground, and flight
demonstrations:

(i) The system effectiveness in alleviating
loads must be demonstrated by flight tests for
selected conditions within the airplane
design envelope. Airplane response to
oscillatory as well as hardover failure must
be similarly verified by tests, unless these
conditions are shown to be extremely
improbable.

(ii) Maneuvering to limit load factors or
load factors which produce light buffeting at
both low speed and high speed must be
explored for system effectiveness.

(iii) If the airplane is proposed to be
dispatched with failures in the EFCS {MEL
configurations), the tests described in
paragraph {i) above must include selected
conditions in the MEL configuration.

{iv) An investigation must be made to
determine that EFCS signals at various
frequencies will not cause structural
feedback resulting in control system

-instability. The frequency range must include

the highest and lowest frequencies {including
system failures not shown to be extremely
improbable) which result in movement of a
contro} surface and the lowest structural or
rigid body frequency of the airplane. The
effects of structural damage considered under
§ 25.571(b) and (e) must be included. The
investigation must cover all points in the v-n
envelope.

The following definitions apply to the
terms as they are used in this special
condition. :

1. Structural performance. Capability of the
airplane to meet the requirements of Part 25
relating to structures.

2. Flight limitations. Limitations which can
be applied to the airplane flight conditions
following an in-flight occurence and which
are included in the flight manual, (e.g., speed
limitations, avoidance of severe weather
conditions, etc.).

3. Operational limitations. Limitations,
including flight limitations, which can be
applied to the airplane operating conditions
before dispatch (e.g., payload limitations).

4. Probabilistic terms. The probabilistic
terms (probable, improbable, extremely
improbable) used in this special condition
should be understood as defined in AC
25.1309-1.

6. Failure condition. The term “failure
condition” should also be understood as

defined in AC 25.1309-1, but this special
condition applies only to system failure
conditions which have a direct impact on the
structural performance of the airplane (e.g.,
failure conditions which induce loads or
change the response of the airplane to imputs
such as gusts or pilot actions).

Discussion: The criteria in this special
condition address only the direct structural
consequences of the system’s responses and
performances and therefore cannot be
considered in isolation but must be included
in the overall safety evaluation of the
airplane. The presentation of these criteria
may, in some instances, dup’icate standards
already established for this evaluation.
However, this presentation is used: (1) To
keep explicit the links between the different
items to be covered and the continuity with
former requirements; and {2) to place in a
proper context the specific additional
structural requirements. These criteria are
applicable to primary structure which, if
failed, would prevent continued safe flight
and landing. It is advisable to use the same
basis for the whole of the structure, but some
relief may be considered for cases leading to
structural failures which would not prevent
continued safe flight and landing.

(c) Dive Speed Definition

In liev of compliance with § 25.335(b)(1) of
the FAR, If the flight control system includes
functions which act automatically to initiate
recovery before the end of the 20-second
penod specified in § 25.335(b){1) the greater
of the speeds resultine from the following
conditions may be used

{i) From an initial condition of stabinzed
flight at V¢/ Mg, the airplane 1s upset so as 10.
take up a new flight path 7.5° below the
initial path. Control application. up to full
authority, is made to try and maintain this
new flight path. Twenty seconds after
initiating the upset, manual recovery is made
at a load factor of 1.5 g (0.5 g acceleration
increment), or such greater load factor that is
automatically applied by the system with the
pilot's pitch control neutral The speed
increase occurring in this maneuver may be
calculated, if reliable or conservative
aerodynamic data is used. Power, as
specified in § 25.175(b)(1)(iv) of the FAR, is
assumed until recovery is made, at which
time power reduction and the use of pilot
controlled drag devices may be assumed.

(i) From a speed below V¢/Mc, with power
to maintain stabilized level fight at this
speed, the airplane is upset so as to
accelerate through V¢/Mc at a flight path 15°
below the initial path (or at the steepest nose
down attitude that the system will permit  °
with full control authority if less than 15°).

Recovery may be initiated two seconds
after operation of high speed, attitude, or
other alerting system by application of a load
factor of 1.5 g (0.5 g acceleration increment),
or such greater load factor that is
automatically applied by the system with the
pilot's pitch control neutral. Power may be
reduced simultaneously. All other means of
decelerating the airplane, the use of which is
authorized up to the highest speed reached in
the maneuver, may be used. The interval
between successive pilot actions must not be
less than one second.

Discussion: Special Condition 2c above has
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been adapted from DGAC Special Condition
SC-A 2.2.3 for the A320 dated April 4, 1986.
3. Engine Controls and Monitoring

(a) Full Authority Digital Engine Control
System (FADEC)

In addition to compliance with the
requirements of §§ 25.901 and 25.903 of the
FAR, the overall propulsion control system
on the A320, including the FADEC and
associated electronic equipment, must be
substantiated to have an availability of the
functions essential for safe flight and landing,
in the installed configuration, at least
equivalent to those of a conventional
propulsion control system of a similar type
encompassing a hydromechanical engine
control system (HMC) which has been
certified to the standards of Parts 33 and 25
of the FAR.

Discussion: The intent of this proposal is to
ensure that the FADEC system provides at
least the same degree of reliability as current
conventional controls by prescribing
standards consistent with the “extremely
improbable” criteria for multiple failures per
§ 25.901(c) and as contained in guidance
material associated with § 25.1309(b)(1) of the
FAR. The inhercnt level of design integrity for
a conventional propulsion control is
demonstrated by an in service loss of thrust
control of approximately once per 100,000
hours of operation. A similar level of loss of
thrust control must be demonstrated for a
FADEC considering all dispatchable states.
Sources of information which are necessary
in order to establish a meaningful
determination of reliability include assessing
service experience of like controls in similar
environments, testing (e.g., bench, flight, etc.)
and analysis. Service experience of a
complex system such as FADEC could
involve similar units in a similar installation,
military experience of like installations, or
possibly identical installations on other

aircraft. In each of these cases, the type and
degree of exposure would depend upon
various factors such as serivce history of
previous systems produced by the
manufacturers involved, or the number and
type of failures observed during the service
evaluation.

(b) Engine thrust levers during autothrust
system operation

In lieu of compliance with § 25.1143(c) of
the FAR, it must be established by analysis
and test that the A320 automatic thrust
aystem:

(1) Provides adequate cues for the
fl ghtcrew to monitor thrust changes during
normal operation and to recognize a
malfunction or inappropriate mode of
operation and take corrective action.

(2) Provides a means for the flightcrew to
disengage or otherwise override the
automatic thrust system and regain manual
control of engine thrust through normal
motion of the thrust levers as defined in
§ 25.779(b) of the FAR.

(3) Provides visual and aural alerts during
disengagement.

(4) Must function reliably without
exceeding the approved engine limits.

(c) Display of powerplant parameters

In addition to compliance with the
requirements of §§ 25.1305, 25.1321, and
25.1337 of the FAR—

(1) The required powerplant instrument

displays must be arranged and isolated from
each other so that the failure or malfunction
of any syster or component that affects the
display or arcuracy of any propulsion system
parameter for une engine will not cause the
permanent loss of display or adversely affect
the accuracy of any parameter for the
remaining engines.

(2) No single fault, failure or malfunction,
or probable combinations of failures, shall
result in the permanent loss of display, or in
the misleading display, of more than one
propulsion unit parameter for a single engine.

(3) Combinations of failures which would
result in the permanent loss of required
powerplant instrument displays for more than
one engine must be improbable. .

(4) Combinations of failures which would
result in the hazardously misleading display
of any parameter for more than one engine
must be extremely improbable.

(5) Each powerplant instrument required
for certification that is not continuously
displayed must have an operating limit or
threshold established so that the appropriate
engine, auxiliary power unit (APU), or fuel
system instruments are automatically
displayed for any condition that requires
immediate crew awareness. In addition.
those instruments must be manually
selectable by the flightcrew.

(8) For designs incorporating shared
displays, the engine instruments must have
display priority for concurrent propulsion and
airplane system failures, unless it is shown
that crew attention to another propulsion or
airplane system display is more critical for
continued safe operation of the airplane. It
must also be established that failure to
concurrently display the engine instruments
does not jeopardize the safe operation of the
airplane.

(7) Propulsion system parameters essentiai
for determining the health and operationas
status of the engines and for taking
appropriate corrective action, including
engine restart, must be automatically
displayed after the loss of normal electricai
power.

(8) If individual fuel tank quantity
information is not continuously displayed,
there must be adequate automatic monitoring
of the fuel system to alert the crew of both
system malfunctions and abnormal fuel
management. ‘

Discussion: Section 25.1305 specifies the
required powerplant instruments. Section
25.1321(c)(2) requires that powerplant
instruments vital to the safe operation of the
airplane must be plainly visible to the
appropriate crewmembers, and § 25.1308{a)
requires that the powerplant instruments
function properly and perform their intended
functions under any foreseeable operating
condition. The instruments function properly
if they accurately display the required
parameter. The instruments are considered to
be performing their intended function if they
are displayed when the crew needs them to
determine the health or operational status of
the engines, or to monitor correct fuel system
operation. Any foreseeable operating
condition encompasses the entire range of
normal airplane and engine operation, as
well as engine or airplane system failures.
Vital powerplant instruments are not plainly
visible to the appropriate crewmembers if
they are not being displayed.

4. Protection from Lightning and Unwanted
Effects of Radio Frequency (RF) Energy

(a) In the absence of specific requirements
for protection from the unwanted effects of
RF energy, the following apply:

(1) Each system, whose failure to function
properly would prevent the continued safe
flight and landing of the airplane, must be
designed and installed to ensure that its
operation and operational capabilities are not
affected when the airplane is exposed to
externally radiated electromagnetic energy

Discussion: It is not possible to precisely
define the RF energy to which the airplane
will be exposed in service. There is also
uncertainty concerning the effectiveness of
airframe shielding for RF energy. Based on
surveys and analysis of existing RF emitters
an adequate level of protection exists when
compliance with the above special condition
is shown to paragraphs 1 or 2 below:

1. A minimum RF threat of 200 volts per
meter average electric field strength from 10
KHZ to 20 GHZ.

a. The threat must be applied to the system
elements and their associated wiring
harnesses without the benefit of airframe
shielding.

b. Demonstration of this level ot protection
is established through system tests and
analysis.

2. An RF threat external 10 the airframe of
the following field strengths for the frequency
ranges indicated

{ Aver. | Poak

Freguercy . (\s’:/gr?“ | Vrm)
10 KHz2-3 MHz ... e o0 ! 10C
3 MHz-30 MHz ........ccvveeeee 1.000 1.00¢
30 MHz-100 MHz ... " 100 | 100
100 MHz-200 MH2 20¢  3.00C
200 MH2-1 GHz ...... 2.000 6,000
! GHz-2 GHz....... ... 2000 14000
2 GHZ-8 GHZ...... covrrrerereonne l 600 | 14,000
8 GHz-10 GHz....cc.covvvee 2,000 | 14,000
10 GHz-40 GHaz.........c..coc.e.ed ’ 1,000

8.000

To establish ine vaiues in paragrapn ¢
above, an analysis was performed using a
model of U.S. airspace and the
Electromagnetic Compatability Analysis
Center (ECAC) data base. which contains the
characteristics of all U.S. emitters. This
analysis assumed a separation distance
between the airplane and emitters as follows
In the airport environment, 250 ft. for fixed
emitters and 50 ft. for mobile emitters, for the
air-to-air environment, 50 ft. from intercepto
aircraft and 500 ft. from non-interceptor
aircraft; for the ground-to-air environment,
500 ft.; and for the ship-to-air environment,
1,000 ft. The results of this analysis were then
combined with the results of a study of
emitters in European countries. The above
values are therefore believed to represent the
worst case levels to which an airplane would
be exposed in the operating environment.

(b) In addition to compliance with the
requirements of §§ 25.581 and 25.954 of the
FAR concerning lightning protection—

(1) Each system, whose failure to function
properly would prevent the continued safe
flight and landing of the airplane, must be
designed and installed to ensure that its
operation and operational capabilities are not
affected when the airplane is exposed to
lightning.
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(2) Systems, whose failure to function
properly would reduce the capability of the
_airplane or the ability of the flightcrew to
cope with adverse operation conditions, must
be designed and installed to ensure that they
can perform their intended function after the
airplane is exposed to lightning, :

Discussion: The current airworthiness
regulations address lightning protection for
fuel vapor ignition (§ 25.954)-and for damage
caused to the structural and skin details of
the airplane (§ 25.581). However, application
of the design requirements of these rules does
not provide an equivalent level of safety to
fly-by-wire applications when compared to
the traditional designs which utilize
mechanical means to connect the flight
controls and the engines to the flight deck.

The following “'threat definition™ is
proposed as a basis to use in demonstrating
compliance with the proposed special
condition. :

The lightning current waveforms defined
below, along with the voltage waveforms in
JAR AMC-S5 or Advisory Circular (AC) 20-
53A., will provide a consistent and reasonable
requirement which is acceptable for use in
evaluating the effects of lightning on the
airplane. These waveforms depict threats
that are external to the airplane. How these
threats affect the airplane and its systems
depend upon their installation configuration,
materials, shielding, airplane geometry; etc.
Therefore, tests (including tests on the
completed airplane or an adequate

_ simulation) and/or verified analysis need to
be conducted in order to obtain the resultant
internal threat to the installed systems. The
individual systems may then be evaluated
with this internal threat in order to determine
their susceptibility to upset and malfunction.

In addition to the use of the Severe Strike/
Restrike, Component A or D, to address the
direct effects per AC 20-53A, the possible
effects or upset that an avionics system or
data transmission might exprience needs to

. be identified. To evaluate the induced effects

to these systems, three considerations are
required:

1. First return stroke. (Severe Strike—
Component A or Restrike—Component D).
As identified above, this external threat
needs to be evaluated to obtain the resultant
internal threat and to verify the level is
sufficiently below the equipment “hardness”
level; then

2. Multiple stroke flash. A lightning strike
is often composed of a number of successive
strokes, referred to as a multiple-stroke.
Although multiple strokes are not necessarily ’
a salient factor in a damage assessment, they
can be the primary factor in a system upset
analysis. Multiple strokes can induce a
sequence of transients over an extended
period of time. While a single event upset of
input/output signals may not affect system
performance, multiple signal upsets over an
extended period of time (2 seconds) may
affect the systems under consideration.
Repetitive pulse testing and/or analysis need
to be carried out in response to the multiple
stroke environment to demonstrate that the
system response meets the safety objective.
This external multiple stroke environment
consists of 24 pulses and is described as
single Component A followed by 23 randomly
spaced restrikes of ¥ magnitude of
component D (Peak Amplitude of 50,000
amps), all within 2 seconds. An analysis or
test needs to be accomplished in order to
obtain the resultant internal threat
environment for the system under evaluation,

And,

3. Multiple burst. In-flight data-gathering
projects have shown bursts of multiple; low
amplitude, fast rates of rise, short duration
pulses accompanying the airplane lightning
strike process. While insufficient energy
exists in these pulses to cause direct
(physical damage) effects, it is possible that
indirect effects resulting from this
environment may cause upset to some digital
processing systems, ’

The representation of this interference
environment is a repetition of low amplitude,
high peak rate of rise, double exponential
pulses which represent the multiple bursts of
current pulses observed in these flight data
gathering projects. This component is
intended for an analytical (or test)
assessment of functional upset of the system.
Again, it is required that this component be
translated into an internal environmental
threat in order to be used. This “"Multiple
Burst” consists of 24 random sets of 20
strokes within a period of 2 seconds. Each set
of 20 strokes is made up to 20 “Multiple

. Burst” waveforms randomly distributed

within a period of one millisecond. The
indiviudal “Multiple Burst” waveform is
defined below. :

" The following current waveforms constitute
the “Severe Strike” (Component A), Restrike/
“Swept Stroke" (Component D}, “Multiple
Stroke” (%2 Component D), and the “Multiple

. Burst” (Component H).

These components are defined by the
following double exponential polynominal
equations:

i) = I (e—n__e—bt)

where;

t = time in seconds,

i = current in amperes, and

: Multiple Multiple
. Restrike Stroke (% Burst
Severe Strike (Component A) (Cornponent Component | (Component
0) D) H)
lo, amp=218,810 109,405 54,703 10,572
a, sec”'=11,354 22,708 22,708 187,191
b, sec™'=647,265 1,294,530

1,294,530 19,105,100

These equations produce the following characteristics:.

Severe Strike Restrike Multiple Stroke (2 Multiple Burst
. (Component A) (Component D) Component D) {Component H)
Jo, AMPT e srmcnece st ensieses s st et sa e s enans 218,810 109,405 54,703 10,572
a, sec™'= 11,354 22,708 22,708 187,191
b, sec™ 1= 647,265 1,294,530 1,294,530 19,105,100
These equations produce the following characteristics:
ipeak = evenereeassesaeatsrer st et rrn e e e b s TR e st R R 200 KA | 100 KA 50 KA 10 KA
and
(di/ At max (@MP/ec) = 1.4 x 10" 1.4x 10" ‘0.7 x 10" 20x10"
: : @t = 0+sec @t = 0+sec @t = 0+sec @t = 0+sec
i/, (AMP/SEE)T= corerreerrecseensirssiesionrcsssasessessisasisensetssrssssssssssasss 1.0 x 10" 1.0x 10" ] 20 x 10"
L . @t = Sus @t = .25us © @t=.25us |
Action. Integral (amp? sec)= 2.0 x 109 0.25 x 108 . .0625 x 108
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5. Flight Characteristics

(a) Flight Characteristic Compliance -
Determination by Handling Qualities Ratmg
System for EFCS Failure Cases.

In'lieu of compliance with § 25. 672(0) of the
FAR, a handling qualities rating system will
be used for evaluation of EFCS configurations
resulting from single and multiple failures not

_ shown to be extremely improbable. The
handling qualities ratings are:

(1) Satisfactory

Full performance criteria can be met with
routine pilot effort and attention;

(2) Adequate

Adequate for continued safe flight and
landing; full or specified reduced
performance can be met, but with heightened
pilot effort and attention;

(3) Controllable

Inadequate for continued safe ﬂlght and
landing, but controllable for return to a safe
flight condition, safe flight envelope and/or
reconfiguration so that the handling qualitites
are at least Adequate.

Handling qualities will be allowed to -
progressively vary with failure state,
atmospheric disturbance level, and flight
envelope. Specifically within the normal
flight envelope, the pilot-rated handling
qualities must be satisfactory/adequate in
moderate atmospheric disturbance for
probable failures, and must not be less than
adequate in light atmospheric disturbance for
improbable failures.

(b) Longitudinal stability

In lieu of compliance with the requirements
of §§ 25.171, 25.173, 25.175, and 25.181(a) of
the FAR, the airplane must be shown to have
suitable dynamic and static longitudinal
stability in any condition normally
encountered in service, including the effects
of atmospheric disturbance.

{c) Zateml-pirectional Stability ‘

. (1) In lieu of compliance with § 25.171 of
the FAR, the airplane must be shown to have
suitable static lateral-directional stability in
any condition normally encountered in
service, including the effects of atmospheric
disturbance.

(2) In lieu of compliance with §§ 25.177(b)
and 25.177(c), the following applies: In
straight, steady, sideslips (unaccelerated
forward slips) the rudder control movements
and forces must be substantially proportional
. 1o the angle of sideslip, and the factor of

proportionality must lie between limits found
- necessary for safe operation throughtout the

range of sideslip-angles appropriate to the . .

operation of the airplane. At greater angles,
up to the angle at which full rudder control is
used or a rudder pedal force of 180 pounds is
obtained, the rudder pedal forces may not
reverse and increased rudder deflection must
produce increased angles of sideslip. Unless
the airplane has suitable indication, there
must be enough bank and lateral control
deflection and force accompanying

sideslipping to clearly indicate any departure
from steady unyawed flight.

(d) Control Surface Awareness : -

In addition to compliance with §§ 25.143,
25.671, and 25.672 of the FAR, suitable flight
control position annunciation must be
provided to the flightcrew when a flight
condition exists in which near-full surface
authority (not crew commanded) is being
utilized.

Note.—The term suitable also indicates an
appropriate balance between nuisance and
necessary operation.

6. Flight Envelope Protection

In the absence of specific requirements for
flight envelope protection, the following

apply: ‘
(a) General Limiting Requirements
(1) Normal Operation

(i) Onset characteristics of each envelope
protection feature must be smooth,
appropriate to the phase of flight and type of
maneuver, and not in conflict with the ability
of the pilot to satisfactorily change airplane
flight path, speed, or attitude as needed.

(ii) Limit values of protected flight
parameters (and if applicable, associated
warning thresholds) must be compatible with:

{A) Airplane structural limits;

(B) Required safe and controllable
maneuvering of the airplane; and

(C) Margin to critical conditions. Unsafe
flight characteristics/conditions must not
result if dynamic maneuvering, airframe and
system tolerances (both manufacturing and
in-service), and non-steady atmospheric
conditions, in any appropriate combination
and phase of flight, can produce a limited
flight parameter beyond the nominal design
limit value.

(iii) The airplane must be responsive to
intentional dynamic maneuvering to within a
suitable range of the parameter limit.
Dynamic characteristics such as damping and
overshoot must also be appropriate for the

- flight maneuver and limit parameter in

question.

(iv) When simultaneous envelope limiting
is engaged, adverse coupling or adverse
priority must not result.

(2) Failure States

EFCS (including sensor) failures must not
result in a condition where a parameter is
limited to such a reduced value that safe and
controllable maneuvering is no longer
available. The flightcrew must be alerted by
suitable means if any change in envelope
limiting or maneuverability is produced by
single or multiple failures of the EFCS not
shown to be extremely improbable.

(3) Abnormal Attitudes

In case of abnormal attitude or excursion
of any other flight parameters outside the
protected flight boundaries, the operation of
the EFCS, including-the automatic protection
functions, must not hinder aircraft recovery.
(b) Angle-of-Attack Limiting
(1) FAR Part 1, § 1.2, Abbreviations and
Symbols

{i) In lieu of the definition of Vg in § 1.2, the

following applies in subparts B, E, F, and G of
FAR 25: “Vg means the reference stalling
speed.” -,

Discussion: Thls cahabrated speed is
determined in the stalling maneuver and
expressed as Veuwax/ VNzw , where Vepuax is
the speed occurring where C, is first a
maximum, and Ny, is the flight path normal
load factor (not greater than 1.0) at the same
point; C, can be expressed as

Nzw W- FO sin (AOA+iFG .
3

conditions associated with the determination
of the stalling speed are those provided in
§ 25.103 of the FAR.

{ii) In lieu of the definition of Vg, given in
§ 1.2, the following applies: *'V,, means the
reference stalling speed in the landing
configuration.”

(iii) In lieu of the definition of Vg given in
§ 1.2, the following apphes “Vy means the
reference stallmg speed in a specific
configuration.”

(iv) In addition to the definition given, the
following also apply:

“Vger means the steady landing approach
" speed, selected by the applicant for

manual landing, for a defined landing
configuation.”

“Vyv means the minimum speed obtained by
conducting a stalling maneuver.”

“Vgw means the speed at which onset of
natural or artificial stall warning occurs.”

(2) FAR Part 25—Airworthiness Standards:
Transport Category Airplanes.

(i) In lieu of compliance with § 25.21(b), the
following applies: ““The flying qualities will
be evaluated at speeds based upon the
forward CG stalling speed.”

(ii) In lieu of compliance with § 25.103(a),
the following applies: 'V is the reference
stalling speed with—"

(iii) In lieu of compliance with
§ 25.103(a)(1), the following applies: “Stalling
speed determined at not greater than IDLE
thrust (NOTE:-automatic go-round thrust
application feature must be disengaged)}.”

(iv) In lieu of compliance with
§ 25.103(b)(1), the following applies: “From a
stabilized straight flight condition at any
speed not less than 1.18 Vj, (or speed at AOA
protection onset, if greater) nor more than
1.30 Vg, apply elevator control to decelerate
the airplane so that the speed reduction at
the stall does not exceed on knot per
second.”

(v) In lieu of § 25.107(b)(1), the following
applies: *1.13V, for—"

(vi) In addition to compliance with
§ 25.107(c) (1) and (2), the following also
applies:

“A speed selected by the applicant which
provides fixed-speed maneuver capability,
which is free of stall warning and Alpha
floor, not less than the values shown in Table
B.2."

Note.—Unless VAOA protection system
production tolerances are acceptably small,
so as to produce insignificant changes in
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performance determinations, the flight test

stall warning should be set at the low AOA

should be used for characteristics

settings for features such as Alpha floor and tolerance limit; high AOA tolerance limits evaluations.
TABLE B.2
Configuration Speed Maneuvering bank angle Maximum thrust representative of
Takeoff | ; | V2errrniererienens 30° (stall warning). WAT-limited V; climb.

25° (Alpha floor)

Climb, rating (all eng).

WAT-limited final climb.

Takeoff........ Vy XX.....| 40°
En route +Viro 40°
Vier 40°

—3° Fiight Path.

Landing

Note.—FWD CG Symmetrical Thrust is Acceptable.
*Airspeed approved for all-engines initial climb.
+Airspeed at end of final takeoft (FTO) flight path for engine-out performance.

(vii) In lieu of compliance with § 25.119(b),
the following apphes: “A climb speed of not
more than Vegp.”

{viii) In lieu of comphance with § 25.121(c)
the following applies: “Final takeoff. In the en
route configuration at the end of the takeoff

path determined in accordance with § 25.111, '

the steady gradient of climb may not be less
than 1.2 percent at a speed not less than:

* 1.23 VS. or

* A speed which provided fixed-speed
maneuvering capability which is free of stall
warning and Alpha floor, not less than the
value shown in TABLE B.2, and with—"

(ix) In lieu of compliance with
§ 25.121(d)(3). the followmg applies: “A climb
speed established in connection with normal
landing procedures but not exceeding 1.4V,."

(x) In lieu of compliance with § 25.125(a)(2),
the following applies: A stabilized approach,
with a calibrated airspeed of not less than
Vger. must be maintained down to the 50-foot
height. Vggr may not be less than: (a) 1.23 Vg,
or (b) the speed selected by the applicant
which provides a fixed-speed maneuvering
capability, which is free of stall warning and
Alpha floor, not less than the value shown in
TABLE B.2.""

(xi} In addition to compliance with the
requuements of § 25 143, the followmg also
apply:

(1) The airplane must be shown to have
suitable flight-path stability and control
characteristics both in normal flight and
when windshear is encountered in a takeoff
or landing configuration. This may be shown
by an appropriate combination of simulation
and flight test.”

Note.—Suitable characteristics are those
no worse than conventionally controlled
aircraft in similar conditions. )

*(2) Operation of automatic features: (such
as significant EFCS stability or control.
changes) must not adversely affect normal
. flight operations; including during expected
levels of atmospheric disturbance.” .

{xii) In lieu of the speeds given in the
following Part 25 regulations, comply with
speeds as follows:

Section 25.145(a), Vy in lieu of Vg,

Sections 25. 145(b](1]—(4) 1.3Vg, in lieu of
1. 4Vs1 n

Section 25:145(b}(6), 1. 3V5. in lieu of 1.4V4.

Section 25.145(b)(6), Vs in lieu of 1.1Vg,.

Section 25.145(b)(6), 1.6V in lieu of 1.7Vg.

Section 25.145(c), 1.13Vg, in liev of 1.2V,

Section 25.147(a), (a)(2), (c), {d}. 1.3Vg in
lieu of 1.4Vg.

Section 25.149(c), 1.13V; in lieu of 1.2V,

Section 25.161(b), (c)(1), (c)(2), (c](3] (d),
1.3V in lieu of 1.4Vg,.

Section 25.175(a)(2), (b)(1), (b)(2). (b)(3),
{c})(4), 1.3Vg in lieu of 1.4Vg.

Section 25.175(b)(2)(ii), (VMO +1. 3Vs|)/2 in
lieu of (V4O +1.4Vg)/2.

Section 25.175(c}, Vi and 1.7 V,; in lieu of
1.1V, and 1.8Vg.

Section 25.175(d), Vyuy and 1.7V in lieu of
1.1Vg and 1.3V,

Section 25.175(d)(5), 1.8V in lieu of 1.4V, -

Note.—The stability requirements for
§§ 25.173 and 25.175 are further amended by
the special condition associated with
longitudinal stability.

Section 25.177(a), (b)(1), 1.13Vy, in lieu of
1. 2Vs|

Section 25.201(a)(2), 1.5Vg in lieu of 1. 6Vg.

(xiii} In lieu of compliance with § 25.203(c),
the following applies: “*With the EFCS
operating normally and autothrust ON, the
airplane must be shown to have suitable
handling characteristics when decelerating at
various rates and up to 1.5g in turning flight
to the AOA limit.”

(xiv) In lieu of compliance with § 26.207(a),
the following applies: *With the AOA limiter
operating normally, stall warning is not
required. For failure states with the ACA
limiter inoperative, sufficient stall warning
margin must be provided in the following
straight and turning flight conditions: :

(1) Stall-free characteristics must be shown
in power-off, straight ahead stall approaches
to a speed five percent (but not less than five
knots) below Vgy.

(2) Stall-free characteristics must be shown
in turning flight stall approaches, at entry
rates up to three knots per second, when
recovery is initiated not less than one second
after the onset of stall warning.”

{xv) The requirements of § 25.207{c} are not
applicable.

(c) Normal Load Factor (g) Limiting
In addition to compliance with the

requirements of § 25.143, the following apply: ~

(1) The positive limiting load factor must
not be less than 2.5g (2.0g with high-lift
devices extended) for the EFCS normal state.

(2) The negative limiting load factor must
be equal to or more negative than minus 0.5g
{0.0g with high lift devices extended) for the -
EFCS normal state.

Discussion: This allows an incremental
plus or minus 1.5g for maneuvering flaps up,

" and plus or minus 1.0g ﬂaps extended. This

Special Condition does not impose an upper
bound for the limiter, nor does it require that
the limiter exist. If the limit is set at a value
beyond the structural design limit
maneuvering load factor “n” of §§ 25.333(b)
and 25.337 (b) and (c), there should be a very -
positive tactile feel built into the controller
and obvious to the pilot that serves as a
deterrent to inadvertently exceeding the
structural limit.

v (d) High-Speed Limiting

In addition to compliance with the
requirements of § 25.143 of the FAR, the
following applies: “‘Operation of the high-

. speed limiter during all routine and descent

procedure flight must not impede normal
attainment of speeds up to overspeed
warning."” .

(e) Pitch and Roll Limiting

In addition to compliance with the
requirements of § 25.143 of the FAR, the
following applies: “Operation of the pitch and
foll limiter must not:

(1) Impede normal maneuvering for pitch

- angles up to the maximum required for

normal maneuvering, including a normal all-

" engine takeoff, plus a suitable margin to

allow for satisfactory speed control.

(2) Restrict or prevent attainment of roll
angles up to 65° or pitch attitudes necessary
for emergency maneuvering.”

7. Side Stick Controllers
(a] Pilot Strength

In lieu of the “strength of pilots” limits of
§ 25.143(c) for pitch and roll, and in lieu of
specific pitch force requirements of
§§ 25.145(b) and 25.175(d), the following
applies: "It must be shown that the temporary

" and maximum prolonged force levels for the

side stick controllers are suitable for all
expected operating conditions and
configurations, whether normal or non- .
normal.”

{b) Controller Coupling

In the absence of specific requirements for
controller coupling, the following applies:
“The electronic side stick controller coupling
design must provide for corrective and/or
overriding control inputs by either pilot with
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no unsafe characteristics. Annunciation of
controller status must not be confusing to the
flightcrew.”

(c) Pilot Control

In the absence of specific requirements for
side stick controllers, the following applies:
*“It must be shown by flight tests that the use
of sidestick controllers does not produce
unsuitable pilot-in-the-loop control
characteristics when considering precision
path control/tasks and turbulence.”

(d) Autopilot Quick-Release Control Location

In lieu of compliance with § 25.1329(d) of
the FAR, quick release (emergency) controls
must be on both side stick controllers. The
quick release means must be located so that
it can readily and easily be used by the
flightcrew.

8. Flight Recorder

(a) In addition to compliance with the
requirements of § 25.1459(a) of the FAR, the
flight recorder must record the following
parameters in addition to those specified in
§ 121.343(a)(2):

(1) Pilot and copilot pitch controller
position, pitch control surface position, pilot
and copilot roll controller position, aileron
and spoiler surface position, rudder pedal

position and rudder surface position, and the

auto thrust system commanded thrust
parameter.

(2) The following for each engine
installation: Actual thrust (N1/EPR),
electronic control command thrust, thrust
lever position.

(b) In lieu of compliance with
§ 25.1459(a)(4) of the FAR, there must be an
aural or visual means for preflight checking
that data are being recorded.

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on October
2, 1987.

Wayne J. Barlow,

Director, Northwest Mountain Region.

[FR Doc. 87-23948 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 87-ASW-47]

Proposed Amendment of Transition
Area; Venice, LA

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

AcTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SuMMARY: This notice proposes to alter
the transition area located at Venice,
LA. This proposed action is necessary
since a new LORAN C Area Navigation
(LORAN RNAV) special instrument
approach procedure (SIAP) to several
heliports located in the vicinity of
Venice, LA, has been developed using
LORAN C technology. The intended
effect of this proposed action is to
provide additional controlled airspace
for aircraft executing this new LORAN
RNAV SIAP to these various heliports.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before November 23, 1987,
ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in triplicate to: Manager,
Airspace and Procedures Branch, Air
Traffic Division, Southwest Region, .
Docket No. 87-ASW=47, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort. Worth, TX 76193
0530.

The official docket may be examined
in the Office of the Regional Counsel,
Southwest Region, Federal Aviation
Administration, 4400 Blue Mound Road,
Fort Worth, TX.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bruce C. Beard, Airspace and
Procedures Branch, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort Worth, TX 76193
0530; telephone: (817) 624-5561.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to
participate in this proposed rulemaking
by submitting such written data, views,
or arguments as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presented are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the proposal. Comments
are specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, economic, environmental,
and energy aspects of the proposal.
Communications should identify the
airspace docket and be submitted in -
triplicate to the address listed above.
Commenters wishing the FAA to’
acknowledge receipt of their comments
on this notice must submit with those
comments a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Airspace Docket No. 87-ASW—47.". The
postcard will be date/time stamped and
returned to the commenter. All -~ -
communications received before the
specified closing date for comments will
be considered before taking action on
the proposed rule. The proposal ‘
contained in this notice may be changed
in the light of comments received. All
comments submitted will be available
for examination in the Office of the
Regional Counsel; 4400 Blue Mound
Road, Fort Worth, TX, both before and
after the closing date for comments. A
report summarizing each substantive - *
public contact with FAA personnel
concerned with this rulemaking will be
filed in the docket.

Availability of NPRM's

Any person may obtain a copy of this
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM})

by submitting a request to the Manager, .

Airspace and Procedures Branch,
Department of Transportation, Federal
Aviation Administration, Fort Worth,
TX 76193-0530. Communications must
identify the notice number of this
NPRM. Persons interested in being
placed on a mailing list for future
NPRM's should also request a copy of
Advisory Circular No. 11-2 which
describes the application procedure.

The Proposal

The FAA is considering an
amendment to § 71.181 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) to
alter the transition area located at
Venice, LA. This action is necessary
since a new LORAN RNAYV SIAP to
various heliports located in the Venice,
LA, area has been developed using
LORAN C technology. This will be a
point in space approach and will not be
associated with a particular heliport.
Aircraft executing this approach will
proceed by visual flight rules (VFR),
weather conditions permitting, after the
missed approach point (MAP) to either
the Chevron Heliport or the PHI
Heliport. Additional heliports may
become associated with this approach in
the future. Section 71.181 of Part 71 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations was
republished in Handbook 7400.6C dated
January 2, 1987.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, 87-ASW-47 therefore—(1) is
not a “major rule” under Executive
Order 12291; (2) is not a “significant
rule” under DOT Regulatory Policies
and Procedures (44 FR 11034; February
26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant
preparation of a regulatory evaluation
as the anticipated impact is so minimal.
Since this is a routine matter that will
only affect air traffic procedures and air
navigation, it is certified that this rule,
when promulgated, will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities under the
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71
Aviation safety, Transition areas.
The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, the FAA proposed to
amend Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as follows:

PART 71—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 71
continues to read as follows:



38786

Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 201 / Monday, October 19, 1987 / Proposed Rules

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510;
E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 108(g) {Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.69.

§71.181 [Amended]

2. Section 71.181 is amended as
follows:

Venice, LA [Amended]

By adding: and within a 7-mile radius of a
point in space located at Latitude 29°15'39.70"
N., Longitude 89°21'10.40" W.

Issued in Fort Worth, TX, on October 5,
1987.
Larry L. Craig,
Manager, Air Traffic Division, Southwest
Region.
[FR Doc. 87-24114 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFRPart 71

[Airspace Docket No. 87-ASW-25)

Proposed Revision of Control Zone:
Oklahoma City Wiley Post Airport, and
Oklahoma City Will Rogers World
Airport, OK

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice proposes to revise
the control zones at Oklahoma City
Wiley Post Airport, OK, and at
Oklahoma City Will Rogers World
Airport, OK. The intended effect of this
proposed multiple action is to release
that controlled airspace no longer
required. This action is necessary since
a review of the existing control zone
airspace revealed that, due to the
relacation of the Oklahoma City
VORTAC and the cancellation and/or
modification of standard instrument
approach procedures (SIAP), there
exists more controlled airspace than is
necessary.

DATE: Comments must be received on or
before November 18, 1987.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in triplicate to: Manager,
Airspace and Procedures Branch, Air
Traffic division, Southwest Region,
Docket No. 87-ASW-25, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort Worth, TX 76193~
0530. )

The official docket may be examined
in the Office of the Regional Counsel,
Southwest Region, Federal Aviation
Administration, 4400 Blue Mound Road,
Fort Worth, TX.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bruce C. Beard, Airspace and

Procedures Branch, Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Fort Worth, TX 76193-
0530; telephone: (817) 624-5561.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to
participate in this proposed rulemaking
by submitting such written data, views,
or arguments as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presented are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the proposal. Comments
are specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, economic, Environmental,
and energy aspects of the proposal.
Communications should identify the
airspace docket and be submitted in
triplicate to the address listed above.
Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
on this notice must submit with those
comments a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Airspace Docket No. 87-ASW-25." The
postcard will be date/time stamped and
returned to the commenter. All
communications received before the
specified closing date for comments will
be considered before taking action on
the proposed rule. The proposal
contained in this notice may be changed
in the light of comments received. All
comments submitted will be available
for examination in the Office of the
Regional Counsel, 4400 Blue Mound
Road, Fort Worth, TX, both before and
after the closing date for comments. A
report summarizing each substantive
public contact with FAA personnel
concerned with this rulemaking will be
filed in the docket.

Availability of NPRM'S

Any person may obtain a copy of this
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM)
by submitting a request to the Manager,
Airspace and Procedures Branch,
Department of Transportation, Federal
Aviation Administration, Fort Worth,
TX 76193-0530. Communications must
identify the notice number of this
NPRM. Persons interested in being
placed on a mailing list for future
NPRM's should also request a copy of
Advisory Circular No. 11~2 which
describes the application procedure.

The Proposal

The FAA is considering an
amendment to § 71.171 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) to
revise the control zones at Oklahoma
City Wiley Post Airport, OK, and at

Oklahoma City Will Rogers World ..
Airport, OK. This multiple action is
necessary since a review of the existing
control zone airspace revealed that, due
to the relocation of the Oklahoma City
VORTAC, there is more controlled
airspace than is required. Since the
Oklahoma City VORTAC has been
relocated and the SIAP's that utilized
the VORTAC in its old location have
been either canceled or modified,
existing control zone extensions to the
southwest of the Wiley Post Airport and
to the northwest of the Will Rogers
World Airport are no longer required.
The intended effect of this proposed
action is to release that controlled
airspace no longer required due to the
cancellation and/or modification of
these SIAP's. The proposed action will
alter the control zone at the Wiley Post
Airport to a 5-mile radius of the airport
with one short extension to the north,
and will alter the control zone at the
Will Rogers World Airport to a 5-mile
radius of the airport with one short
extension to the south. Section 71.171 of
Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations was republished in
Handbook 7400.6C dated January 2,
1987.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established
body of technical regulations for which
frequent and routine amendments are
necessary to keep them operationally
current. It, therefore—(1) is not a “major
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is
not a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this rule, when
promulgated, will not have a significant
impact on a substantial number of small
entities under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71
Aviation safety, Control zones

The Prpposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, the FAA proposes to
amend Part 71 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as follows:

PART 71—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 71
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510;
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E.O. 10854; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L.
97-449, January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.69).

§71.171 [Amended]

2. Section 71.171 is amended as
follows:

Oklahoma City Wiley Post Airport, OK
[Revised]

Within a 5-mile radius of the Wiley Post
Airport (Latitude 35°32'03° N., Longitude
97°38'48" W.); within 2 miles each side of the
Wiley Post ILS Localizer north course
extending from the 5-mile radius zone to the
OM (Latitude 35°37'33" N., Longitude
97°38'50" W.).

Oklahoma City Will Rogers Airport, OK
[Revised] .
Within a 5-mile radius of the Will Rogers

World Airport (Latitude 35°23'35" N.,
Longitude 97°36'02" W.}; within 3 miles each
side of the Oklahoma City Runway 35R ILS
Localizer south course extending from the 5-
mile radius zone to the LOM (Latitude
35°17°42" N., Longitude 97°35" W.).

Issued in Forth Worth, TX, on October 2,
1987.

Larry L. Craig,

Manager, Air Traffic Division Southwest
Region.

[FR Doc. 87-24115 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

Coast Guard
33 CFR Part 26
[CGD 87-058]

Bridge-to-Bridge Radiotelephone
Regulations

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is soliciting
comments from interested persons
regarding the need to amend the Vessel
Bridge-to-Bridge Radiotelephone Act,
and implementing regulations in 33 CFR
26.03. A perceived need exists to amend
the Act, and regulations, by expanding
the categories of vessels required to
carry a radiotelephone to include every
power-driven vessel of 20 meters or
more in length. The Coast Guard expects
that increased availability of bridge-to-
bridge communications will reduce the
risks associated with navigating in
congested areas.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before December 18, 1987.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
submitted to Commandant (G-CMC/21)
(CGD 87-058), U.S. Coast Guard, 2100
Second Street SW., Washington, DC
20593-0001. Comments may be delivered
to and will be available for inspection or
copying at the above address, Room

1606, between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and
4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Peter Palmer, Project Manager,
Office of Navigation (G-NSS-2), U.S.
Coast Guard, 2100 Second Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20593-0001, Telephone
(202) 267-0362.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Vessel Bridge-to-Bridge Radiotelephone
Act, 33 U.S.C. 1201 et seq., requires
certain described vessels upon the
navigable waters of the United States,
within the boundary lines described in
46 CFR Part 7, to carry a radiotelephone.
The requirements of the Act are
implemented in 33 CFR Part 26. One
class of vessels required by the Act, and
§ 26.03(a)(1) of the regulations, to carry
a radiotelephone is every power-driven
vessel of 300 gross tons and upward.
The Lower Mississippi River Advisory
Committee (LMRAC) has studied
measures to improve communications
and prevent accidents by focusing on
the requirements of the “Vessel Bridge-
to-Bridge Radiotelephone Act” and VTS
procedures in the Lower Mississippi
River. Based upon that study a
perceived need exists to amend the Act,
and regulations, to require every power-
driven vessel of 20 meters or more in
length, while navigating within the
boundary lines described in 46 CFR Part
7, to carry a radiotelephone. The
increased availability and proper use of
radiotelephones is expected to benefit
safe navigation by increasing vessel
bridge-to-bridge communications. The
Rules of the Road Advisory Council
(RORAC]) has formed a Working Group
to consider the possible safety benefit of
amending the Act and regulations. The
Coast Guard and RORAC Working
Group desire to consider the interest
and economic effect on the marine
industry if every power-driven vessel of
20 meters or more in length were
required, while navigating within the
boundary lines, to carry a
radiotelephone to provide for more
participation in communicating
navigational safety information. The
public is invited to submit comments
concerning the need to amend the Act
and regulations as explained, and what
measures may be taken to enhance
bridge-to-bridge communication of
navigational information.

Dated: October 9, 1987.
Martin H. Daniell,
Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, Chief, Office
of Navigation.
[FR Doc. 87-24168 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 52 and 62

[FRL-3278-7; Docket Nos. AMOS4VA and
AMOSSVA]

Proposed Approval of Revisions to
Virginia’s State Implementation Pian
and Section 111(d) Plan

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Commonwealth of
Virginia submitted to EPA a revised
format for its air pollution control
regulations, as well as many changes,
amendments, and deletions to specific
provisions contained within the
regulations. Virginia requested that EPA
approve these changes as revisions of
the Virginia State Implementation Plan.

EPA is proposing approval, as
revisions of the Virginia State
Implementation Plan (SIP) and section
111(d) Plan, of amendments to Virginia's
air pollution control regulations. These
amendments include a revised format
for Virginia's Regulations, as well as
additions and modifications to, or
deletions of, specific provisions within
the Regulations. While most of the
changes are administrative in nature,
there are several amendments that
affect the allowable air pollutant
emissions standards for various sources
covered by the Virginia SIP. Included
under this category are the stack height
regulatory revisions submitted by
Virginia in accordance with the Federal
Register notice of July 8, 1985. EPA is
proposing approval of the proposed
Virginia SIP and section 111(d) Plan
revisions, as they meet the requirements
of the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR Parts 51
and 60.

DATE: Comments must be submitted on
or before November 18, 1987.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the proposed
Virginia SIP revisions and the
accompanying support documents are
available for public inspection during
normal business hours at the following
locations.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region III, Air Program Branch, 841
Chestnut Building, Philadelphia, PA
19107, Attn: Esther Steinberg, (3AM11)

Virginia State Air Pollution Control
Board, Room 801, Ninth Street Office
Building, Richmond, VA 23219, Attn:
William W. Parks
All comments on the proposed

revision submitted within 30 days of this

notice will be considered and should be
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addressed to Mr. David L. Arnold, Chief,
Delmarva/DC Section at the above EPA
Region III address. Please reference the
EPA Docket Number found in the
heading of this notice.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Harold A. Frankford, 3AM13, (215)
597-1325 or Kevin Magerr, (215) 597-
6863 at the Region III address above.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

40 CFR Part 52
Background

On February 15, 1985, the
Commonwealth of Virginia submitted to
EPA Region Ill both a revised format
and numerous amendments, both
administrative and substantive, to its
Regulations for the Control and
Abatement of Air Pollution. Virginia
requested that the changes be reviewed
and processed as revisions of the
Virginia State Implementation Plan
(SIP). Because of the volume and the
complexity of a number of these
changes, EPA sought additional
information from Virginia in order to
better determine the possible impacts of
these regulatory changes on current and
future air quality. Virginia has provided
the requested information, and thus EPA
has determined that the
Commonwealth’'s submittal is complete
for proposed rulemaking action as of
September 5, 1985.

The Virginia regulations have
undergone many changes, both
substantive and nonsubstantive. Many
of the nonsubstantive changes were
made to the regulations to improve their
clarity and simplicity. The new format
of the regulations organizes the emission
standards into separate rules based on
source type. There are still some rules
based on pollutant type. These rules
pertain to visible emissions, fugitive
dust/emissions, odor, and non-criteria
pollutants. Since the latter two-
categories are not part of the Virginia
SIP, EPA has not reviewed the changes
made to these rules. The emission
standards in these rules are cross-
referenced in the source-specific rules.

One element of the reorganization
effort was to relocate those definitions
previously located in Part I that were
primarily used or associated with a
particular element (part, rule, or section)
within the regulations. Many new
definitions have been added to the new
source-specific rules developed under
the State's Regulatory Reform Program.
Parts I (Definitions: ana II (General
Provisions) contain the definitions and
general provisions, respectively, as in
the old format, with exception of section
2.33, which has been relocated to Part
VIII {Permits for New and Modified

Sources). Part IV (Existing and Certain
Other Sources) contains the source-
specific rules and includes the
applicable definitions. Each source-
specific rule has been organized into
subsections as listed below:

1. Applicability and Designation of
Affected Facility

2. Definitions

2a. Control Technology Guidelines {as
applicable)

3. Standard for Particulate Matter

3a. Other applicable standards

4. Standard for Visible Emissions

5. Standard for Fugitive Dust/Emissions

6. Standard for Odor (not part of
Virginia’s SIP)

7. Standard for Non-criteria Pollutants
(not part of Virginia’s SIP)

8. Compliance

9. Test Methods and Procedures

10. Monitoring

11. Notification, Records and Reporting

12. Registration

13. Facility and Control Equipment
Maintenance or Malfunction

14. Permits

Parts V (New Source Performance
Standards), VII (Air Pollution Episcdes),
VIII (Permits for New and Modified
Sources), and Appendices A through E
remain organized as they are in the
current SIP.

The source-specific rules in Part IV all
contain a new provision in the definition
section. This provision, “As used in this
rule, all terms not defined herein shall
have the meaning given them in Part ],
unless otherwise required by context,”
is a requirement imposed by the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The phrase,
“unless otherwise required by context,”
implies that definitions other than the
approved definitions may be used as
needed. This phrase (which precedes all
sections containing definitions) is lifted
from other Virginia regulations and is
intended to deal with situations where a
term may be uniquely defined for a
particular provision of the regulations
and the unique definition is
inappropriate in other contexts. After
the wording was included in the
agency’s regulations, the Virginia Code
Commission exercised its long held
authority to prescribe the style and
format of all State regulations. These

~ procedures now require such wording in

all State regulations. State agencies are
mandated by law to follow the Code
Commission procedures.

The State certified that public
hearings pertaining to these proposed
revisions were held on June 15, 1984,
and September 18, 1984, in Richmond, as
required by 40 CFR 51.102. Additional
public hearings were held in Abingdon,

Roanoke, Lynchburg, Virginia Beach,
and Springfield.

A description of the substantive
proposed revisions of the Virginia SIP is
listed below:

Amendments to Part I-Definitions

The chart which follows categorizes
the changes made to the definitions in
Virginia's Regulations. Many definitions
currently located in Part I of the Virginia
SIP regulations have been relocated to
Virginia's new source-specific
regulations. While a number of these

- definitions have been modified, EPA hag
determined that these changes clarify
the wording and intent of the
definitions, and do not substantively
change their respective meaning. In
addition, several SIP-approved
definitions have been deleted, as
Virginia has deleted the regulations in
which these terms appear. In some
cases, the deleted definitions have been
replaced with new definitions that are
consistent with EPA’s New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS)
definitions in 40 CFR Part 60. Virginia
has also added definitions, not currently
in SIP regulations, to some of its source-
specific regulations. Furthermore,
Virginia modified some definitions and
deleted others to conform with the
amended Federal Stack Height
regulations. One modified term—
variance—will be reviewed in a
separate rulemaking action. .

EPA has reviewed the changes to
Virginia's defined terms and considers
them to be acceptable. Therefore, EPA
proposes approval of the additions,
maodifications, and deletions of
Virginia's definitions.

' Part I—Virginia Definition Changes
Added

Fuel Burning Equipment Installation
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF)
Combustion Installation

Asphalt Concrete Plant

Coal processing & Conveying Equipment
Coal Storage System

Pneumatic Coal-Cleaning Equipment
Transfer & Loading System
Portland Cement Plant
Woodworking Operation
Aluminum Production Operation
Brass or Bronze

Brass or Bronze Production
Ferroalloy Production Operation
Gray Iron Foundry Operation

Lead

Magnesium Production Operation
Primary Copper Smelter

Primary Metal Operation
Secondary Lead Production
Operation

Secondary Metal Operation
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Steel Foundry Operation
Zinc Process Operation
Feed Manufacturing
Reactivation

Modified

Affected Facility
Alternative Method
Consent Agreement
Control Program
Dispersion Technique
Elevated Terrain
Emission Limitation
Emission Standard
Equivalent Method
Excessive Concentrations
GEP Stack Height
Hazardous Air Pollutant
Malfunction

Nearby

Nonmethane

(Standard) Metropolitan Statistical Area
Standard of Performance
Stationary Source
Fugitive Dust

Fugitive Emissions
Six-Minute Period

Fuel Burning Equipment
Total Capacity
Combustion Unit
Manufacturing Operation
Materials Handling Equipment
Physically Connected
Process Operation
Process Unit

Process Weight

Process Weight Rate
Total Capacity
Incinerator

Gasoline

Materials Handling Equipment
Nitric Acid Production Unit
Stack

Stack in Existence

Deleted

Hydrocarbon

Fumes

Mist

Air Table
Photochemically Reactive
Organic Compounds
Loading Facility

Effluent Water Separator
Architectural Caotings
Coal Refuse

Coal Refuse Disposal Area
Coal Refuse Pile

Modified Definitions—VOC Categories

Gasoline Dispensing Facility
Allowable Emission

Begin Actual Construction
Commence

Federally Enforceable
Major Modification

Major Stationary Source
Modification

Modified Source

New Source

Potential to Emit

Public Comment Period
Reconstruction

Secondary Emissions

State Enforceable

Stationary Source
Uncontrolled Emission Rate
Building, Structure or Activity

Organizational Changes Only—No
Word Changes

Actual Emissions

Commence

Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
Major Stationary Source
Reconstruction

Description of Substantive Changes
Part II—General Provisions

Section 120-02-02—Establishment of
Regulations and Orders. A provision is
added to incorporate public
participation procedures (Appendix E)
for soliciting and utilizing the input of
interested parties for use in the
formation and development of agency
actions relating to the adoption,
amendment or repeal of regulations.

Section 120-02-31—Registration. A
provision is added notifying owners that
de minimis exemption levels are
available in the individual rules
containing the emission standards for
each source type. The effect of this
provision on specific sources will be
addressed later in this notice.

Part Ill—Ambient Air Quality Standards

Section 120-03-06—Hydrocarbons.
Virginia has repealed the ambient air
quality standard for hydrocarbons. The
federal standard had previously been
repealed by EPA. See 48 FR 629 (1983).

Part IV—Existing and Certain Other
Sources

Special Provisions—Section 120-04-
01—Applicability. An amendment to
subsection (b) provides that all
stationary sources, the reconstruction of
which commenced on or after December
10, 1976, will be subject to the provisions
of Part V (New Source Performance
Standards). This amended provision
serves to clarify any questions as to
which SIP provisions would be
applicable to reconstructed sources.

Section 120-04-02—-Compliance. 1.
For section 120-04-02 (Compliance), the
provision in paragraph (A)(3) that
exempts sources from the visible
emission standard during periods of .
sootblowing is deleted. EPA had not
considered this prior exemption to be
part of the Virginia SIP.

2. In paragraph 120-04-02 (H)(6),
pertaining to the application of the
Appendix N timetable for compliance

schedules, Virginia had substituted the
word “infeasible” with “impractical.”

The State has since begun the process
to amend this provision by reinserting
the word “'infeasible”. Because this
subsequent change restores the current
SIP-approved language, EPA will take
no action at this time with respect to
this particular change.

3. For section 120-04-02 I (Stack
Heights) is modified to conform with 40
CFR § 51.100, 51.118, and 51.165(b). EPA
has reviewed these amendments, and
has determined that they are consistent
with EPA’s requirements for good
engineering practice (GEP) stack height
and dispersion techniques as revised on
July 8, 1985.

Section 120-04-04—Monitoring. For
section 120-04-04 (Monitoring), those
continuous emission monitoring {CEM)

~ provisions which affect only one source

typge are relocated to the rule containing
the emission standards for that source
type.

In addition, former subsection (g)(5).
which provided an exemption for
facilities which were to be retired within
5 years of the effective date of this
provision (December 10, 1976) is deleted,
as the 5-year period has expired.
Therefore, Virginia has determined that
this section is obsolete.

Rule 4-1 Visible Emissions. a. The
definition of fugitive emissions is
modified to delete emissions from vents
as fugitive emissions. Hereafter, Virginia
will treat emissions from vents as stack
emissions for the purpose of determining
compliance with the opacity regulations.

b. The definition of six minute period
is amended to allow its use, as the case
may be, with both “one hour” or “one
hour period.” The source must
congistently use either “one hour" or
“one hour period” in determining
compliance. -

c. The provision that prohibits
pollutants that cause a traffic hazard
(Former section 4.27) is deleted.

The current SIP-approved opacity
limit is 20%, except that visible
emissions may exceed 20%, but not 60%,
for up to six-minutes in any hour. Under
this proposed SIP revision, any visible
emission which exceeds 20% opacity for
longer than six minutes in any one-hour
period is also considered to be a
violation.

Rule 4-8 Particulate Emissions from
Fuel Burning Equipment 120-04-0801—
Applicability and Designation of
Affected Facility. The applicability
exemption for gaseous fuel-fired fuel
burning equipment (FBE) has been
increased from one million (1,000,000)
btu/hr to 10 million (10,000,000) btu/hr.
Based on an evaluation of the
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combustion characteristics of natural
gas, EPA has determined that emissions
from gaseous FBE are much lower than
the applicable standard. The change has
no impact on air quality. Therefore,. EPA
proposes to approve this change as a
SIP revision. .

Section 120-04-0802—Definitions.
Virginia has amended the term "total -
capacity.” This definitipn refers to the
sum of the rated capacities which must
be operated simultaneously under
conditions of "“100% use load.” The

- current definition refers to conditions of

100% load.” Virginia explains in its SIP
revision submittal that “use load” refers
to the load that is necessary for the FBE
installation to meet in order to support .
normal plant operation. This prevents
the plant owner from claiming that
standby or emergency units be included
in the total capacity definition. If this
were done, it would increase the
‘allowable emissions singificantly by :
allowing the owners to allocate
emissions allowed for the unit that is not
operating to those that are. This change
was made to clarify and make legally
enforceable an interpretation Virginia
has used for some time. EPA is-
propasing SIP approval, and accepts
Virginia’s determination that the revised
definition is not expected to allow
increased sulfur dioxide (SQ:) or total
suspended particulate (TSP) emissions.
Section 120-04-0803—Standard for

Particulate Matter. In rule-4-8; Virginia
has modified the definition of the

- facilities to which this rule is applicable.
The term “fuel burning equipment” has
been modified to read *“fuel burning
equipment unit.” Virginia provided an
explanation that the term "unit” applies
to an individual boiler, while the term
“installation” refers to a group of fuel
burning equipment units. All standards
in this section pertain to fuel burning
equipment installations and are based
on heat.input at total capacity in BTU x
10 é/hour. The regulations controlling
fuel burning equipment installations and
fuel burning equipment units would be

- identical since the standard is expressed
in the amount of pollutant generated per
million BTU/hour. The term fuel burning

equipment unit is used only to determine _

which boilers are exempt from this rule.
Virginia has stated, and EPA agrees,

. that for all practical purposes, the
definition of “fuel burning equipment”
should be regarded as the definition of
“fuel burning equipment unit.” EPA is -
proposing SIP approval, and accepts

- Virginia's determination that the revised
definition is expected to haveno. -
adverse.impact on air quality.

"« Rule 120-04-0804—Emissions

- Alocation System. Virginia has revised

its procedures for determining what
sources may or may not use its emission
allocation system. In effect, the
proposed SIP revision serves to limit the
application of the system to multiple fuel
burning equipment units which do not
burn liguid and/or gaseous fuels
exclusively. This proposed SIP revision
would serve to limit the number of
sources that may elect to use this
emissions allocation system.

Rule 120-04-0805—Determination of
Collection Equipment Efficiency Factor.
The current Virginia SIP contains
provisions for determining the efficiency
factor of pollution collection equipment.
In addition, the pre-1985 regulations
contained a provision describing
alternative criteria by which the
efficiency factor for collection
equipment would be determined, should
the owner of such equipment not accept
the standard provisions. EPA had
previously disapproved this "alternative
criteria” provision, because such
provisions were considered to be
unenforceable. Virginia has now deleted
these alternative provisions. Therefore,
deletion of these alternative provisions

.is acceptable to EPA.

Rule 120-04-0806—Standard for
Sulfur Dioxide Emissions. Virginia has
revised the wording of the formula for
determining allowable SO, emissions
from fuel burning equipment. These
changes will be discussed in a separate
rulemaking action. :

Section 120-04-0807—Standard for
Visible Emissions. Virginia has added to
Rule 4-8 a provision which regulates
visible emissions from fuel burning
equipment. The provision of section 120~
04-0807(b) are virtually identical to the
visible emissions provision set forth in
section 120-04-02 of Rule 4-1.-Other
sections have been revised in order to
be consistent with the new format.

Rule 4-7—Emission Standards for
Incinerators. The definition of
“incinerator” has been broadened to
include “other devices” besides furnaces
that are used in the process of burning
waste for the primary purpose of
destroying matter and/or reducing the
volume of the waste by removing
combustible matter.

Deletion of Former Rule 4-86—Coal
Refuse Disposal Areas. Virginia has
deleted the requirement to regulate air
pollutant emissions from coal refuse -
disposal areas. The State believes, and
EPA agrees, that the impact upon air -
quality will be negligible. The rule was
originally adopted in 1972 and was

- intended to prevent air poliution caused

by burning of coal refuse at these
disposal areas. It requires that an owner
take certain measures to prevent his

coal refuse pile from igniting. Essentially

- the rule does not directly control air
* pollution but establishes operating

procedures designed to prevent it.

Since the initial adoption of this rule,
the Federal Mine Safety and Health

. Administration Office has established

regulations that accomplish the same
goal and has delegated the
responsibilities for enforcement of these
regulations to the Virginia Division of

.Mines and Quarries (VDMQ). The State

believes that the VDMQ has a more
effective rule and their available
technical expertise and resources

-exceed the Air Board’s.

EPA proposes to allow Virginia's
action to delete this rule, on the State’s
evaluation of the rule which revealed
that the regulation does not significantly
impact air quality, is duplicative and,
therefore, is no longer needed.

_Rule 4-9 Emission Standards for Coke
Ovens. The wording of the regulations
has been revised to be consistent with
the new format. There are no
substantive changes that would affect
the current SIP emissions limit.

Rule 441 Mobile Sources. a. Section
120-04-4103B (Visible Emissions) is
amended to allow:

i. Tour buses to idle for 10 minutes per
hour in hot weather to maintain air
conditioning.

"ii. Diesel vehicles to idle for up to 10
minutes per hour.to minimize restart
problems.

b. The provision that requires the
owners of ships and other watercraft to
notify the Agency of malfunctions and,
breakdowns is deleted. This change is
acceptable as Virginia no longer
provides capacity exceptions for
malfunctioning, watercraft.

The exceptions in this section have
been expanded from the current SIP
limitation of three minute-periods to
prevent re-start problems by old, poorly-

- maintained diesel trucks and tour buses.

EPA has determined that these types of

-vehicles contribute negligibly to mobile

source VOC emissions. The three minute
period limitation remains in effect for
gasoline-powered vehicles and taxis,
which are likely to contribute more
significantly to mobile source VOC

- emissions. Because of the limited

applicability of this exemption
provision, affecting about 24,000
vehicles Statewide, EPA has determined

- that such exemption provisions will .

have no detectable impact on current air
quality, including a negligible impact on
air quality in areas currently not
attaining ozone and carbon monoxide
standards. EPA agrees with this
conclusion, and proposes SIP approval.
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Identification of Sections not in the
SIP. Rules 4-40, 4-2 and 4-3 contain:
provisions regarding emissions .
standards for open burning, non-criteria
pollutants, and odor, respectively. None
of these provisions are currently in the
SIP. For the purposes of this proposed.
rulemaking action, EPA does not intend
to either review or act upon the
provisions in Rules 4-40, 4-2 or 4-3 as
revisions to the Virginia SIP. In addition,
EPA does not intend to either review or
act upon, as revisions to the SIP, any of

the provisions pertaining to noncriteria
pollutants and odor that are contained
in Rules 4-41, and 44 through 439
inclusive.

Process Weight Regulatzon Changes.
Process weight regulations are de31gned
to control air pollunon from
manufacturing or process operations
other than fuel burning equipment. A
number of Virginia process weight
regulations have been amended.
Generally, they include extensions of a

process weight standard, lower process

weight rates, or the deletion of the
standard from the lowest rates

, altogether EPA considers overall

emissions impact from these sources to
be neglible. Therefore, EPA also
considers the effect of these changes to
be de minimus to air quality, and thus
proposes SIP approval.

The following is a list of changes to
the regulation and the designated
sections to which the rule applies

COMPARISON OF PROCESS WEIGHT REGULATION AMENDMENTS

Comparison to SiP-Approved Rule

Emission Standards for General Process Operations.
Administrative changes; reference to Appendix Q.
The general process weight standard for sources with a process weight rate of 50 Ib./hr. has been

For gaseous fuel-fired fusl burning equipment—Exemption level for applicability to provisions is increased
trom one million (1,000,000) BTU/hr. to ten million (10,000,000) BTU/hr. Except as otherwise provided,
process operations with a process weight rate capacity of <100 Ib./hr. are exempt from provisions ot

allowable TSP emissions rates are extended to cover sources with a process weight rate <5
tons/hr. (Areas 1-6). For Area 7, the process weight rate table found in section 120-04-0404 of Rule 4~

ble TSP rate is extended to cover sources with process weight rates <15 tons/

Maximum allowable TSP emission rate is extended to cover process weight rates <100 tb./hr. or <0.05
tons/hr. (Areas 1-6). Maximum allowable TSP emission rates for sources located in Area 7 are governed
by process weigm rate table found in section 120-04-0404 of Rule 4-4.

Definition of “Air Table” is deleted; new definitions are added. “Air Table" is replaced with “Pneumatic

ble TSP emission rate is extended to cover sources with process weights <100 tb./hr. or

<0.05 ton/hr. SO, Standard—s 2 64K.

allowable TSP emissions shall not exceed 0.05 gr./dscf.
(Areas 1-6) Process Weight table in section 120-04-0404 of rule 4-4, remains applicable for sources

New Terms defining those primary and secondary metal operations governed by this rule. Maximum
allowable TSP emissions for sources located in Area 7 governed by section 120-04-0404 of Rule 4-4,

Maximum allowable TSP emissvon rate extended to cover sources with process weights <0.05 ton/hr
allowable TSP emission rate is extended to cover sources with process weight rates <100 Ib./

hr. and <0.05 ton/hr. for sources located in Area 1-6. Maximum allowable TSP emission rates for
sources located in Area 7 are governed by the process weight rate table found in section 120-04-04 of

Process
-..| General Table—Areas 1-8...........coiriviisnnncrvcaserconnns
.| General Table—Area 7
deleted.
General Process Operations................ Crerresrnenes e seseraseaned
this rule.
4B ..crcrirccssessisemrrnssnanes Asphalt Concrete Plants M
. 4 applies.
L2 b SO Chemical Fertilizer Manufacturing Operations Maxi il
hr.
Qe Sand & Gravel Processing Operations, Stone Quar-
rying & Processing Operations.
4-15 Coal Preparation Plants
Coa! Cleamng Equipment.”
L. B £ ORI Portland Cement Plants
4-17 W ing Op Process Weight Standard is d
focated in Area 7.
L2 1 Primary and Secondary Metal Operations ...
(1-C) same.
4-19 Lightweig| Aggregate Process Operations...................
4-20 Feed M g Operations M
Rule 4-4.
..} Sutfur Recovery Operations Maxi
|bs./day and <500 Ibs./day.

allowable SO, emissions rates are extended to cover sources with process weight rates >50

Revised Volatile Organic Compound
(VOC) Regulations. [Rules 4-5, 4-6, 4—
11, 4-24 through 4-39]. There are three
substantive changes in the regulations
covering volatile organic compounds.
The first substantive change makes the
regulations more stringent by lowering
the exemption level for applicable
sources from 7.3 tons/year to 7.0 tons/
year. The sources affected are solvent
metal cleaning operations, large
appliance coating lines, magnet wire
coating lines, automobile and light duty
truck coating lines, can coating lines,
metal coil coating lines, paper and fabric
coating lines, vinyl coating lines, metal
furniture coating lines, miscellaneous
metal parts and products, coating
application systems, and flatwood
paneling coating application systems.

The second substantive change
removes- the exemption for sources with
emissions less than 7.3 tons/year, 40 1b./
day, and 8 lb./hour. 'the sources
affected are bulk gasoline plants, as

well as both fixed-roof and floating-roof
petroleum storage tanks. Deletion of this
exemption will make this rule more
stringent by requiring all sources in the
above categories to be subject to the
rule.

The third substantive change removes
the exemption for sources used
exclusively for chemical or physical
analysis or the determination of product
quality and commercial acceptance. The
sources affected are solvent metal
cleaning operations in Appendix P areas
other than Area 7 (Rule 4-24), volatile
organic compound storage and transfer
operations, and petroleum liquid storage
and transfer operations (Rules 4-25, 4-
27). The removal of this exemption
makes the regulation more stringent by
requiring that all sources in the above
categories be subject to the rule.

Amendments to Part V—Standards of
Performance for Stationary Sources—
Special Provisions. Section 120-05-01 is
amended to indicate the applicability

v

dates for new sources (March 17, 1972)
and reconstructed sources (December
10, 19786).

Section 120-05-01 (f) and (g) have
been added to define the disposal and
incineration requirements for new
sources of volatile organic compounds
(VOocC).

The requirements for performance
testing in section 5.02 are relocated to
Part VIII, section 8.03(h).

Section 120-05-04 [Monitoring), those
provisions which affect only one source
type are relocated to the rule containing
the standards of performance for that
source type.

Standards of Performance Rules—1.
Rule 5-1 Visible Emissions And Fugitive
Dust/Emissions. a. The definition of
fugmve emissions is modified to delete
emissions from vents as fugitive
emissions. )

b. The definition of six minute period
is amended to allow its use, as the case
may be, with "one hour" or “‘one hour
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period.” The source must consistently
use either “one hour” or “one hour
period” in determmlng compliance.

2. Section 120-05-02 I (Stack Heights)
is modified to conform with amended 40
CFR 51.100, 51.164 and 51.165(b). These
rules apply to all sources that were or

" are constructed, reconstructed, or
modified subsequent to December 31,
1970. EPA has reviewed the stack height
revisions to these regulations and has
determined that they are consistent with
EPA’s requirements for GEP stack height
and dispersion techniques as revised on
July 8, 1985.

2. Rule 5-4 Stationary Sources
Virginia has amended the provision
requiring the use of best available

" control technology (BACT). As
amended, the Board will require BACT,
rather than the new source performance
standards (NSPS), for all new or
modified sources. Previously, Virginia
prescribed BACT only for those
categories of new sources for which no
NSPS had existed. EPA proposes
approval of this amendment as BACT
must be at least as stringent, as NSPS.
Provisions Not Subject to SIP Review.

3. EPA did not review the amendments

to Rules NS-2 and NS-3, as these rules
are not considered to be part of the SIP.

Part VII—Air Pollution Episodes

Virginia has made no substantive
changes to this part. The amendments in
Part VII are primarily made to conform
with the revised format of the State
regulations.

Part VIII—Permits for New and
Modified Sources

Section 2.33 of the current SIP,
referring to the general requirements for
obtaining a permit for new and modified
sources, has been relocated in Part VIII,
section 120-08-01. The regulations
pertaining to permit requirements,for
new sources located in nonattainment-
areas have been relocated to sectxon
120-08~03. -

The current SIP difirition of “major
stationary source,” as used in this
section, is the “dual definition.” The
provisions referring to PSD permits for
stationary sources and major
modifications have been relocated to
section 120-08-02. This section is not
part of the SIP, as Virginia has received
delegation of the federal PSD program in
a prior EPA action, 46 FR 29753, and
therefore, must follow the federal PSD
requirements outlined in 40 CFR 52.21.

Other major amendments to Part VIII
consist of the following:

A. Section 120-08-01 (Old section
2.33) is amended as follows:

1. A provision is added to identify the.
regulated entity (including any

exemptions and exclusions}, the -
situations under which a permitis -
needed and the area of applicability.

2. The provision covering emission
testing is amended to specify the criteria
for the use of alternative test methods
and for granting waivers to the testing
requirements.

3. The permit exemption levels are
placed in a new appendix [Appendix R}
and identified for all source types
presently covered by emission

standards.

4. The permit exemption level for fuel
burning equipment is raised from 1

million Btu per hour to 10 million Btu per -

hour for units using liquid fuel or a
combination of liquid/gaseous fuels and

from 1 million Btu per hour to 50 million

Btu per hour for units using gaseous
fuels.

5. A provision based on mass
emission rate (weight of pollutant per
unit of time) is included in Appendix R
1o exempt small modifications.

6. A provision is added to identify the
regulated entity (including any

- exemptions and exclusions), the

situations under which a permit is
needed and the area of applicability.
The waiver provisions mentioned
above are limited to testing provisions
and therefore EPA has determined that -

-a State’s action granting a waiver in a

specific instance does not require a SIP
revision.
Although Virginia's revised

- regulations raise the threshold under

which sources may be exempted from
permitting requirements, Virginia must
still track all new sources, whether or
not permits are required, for two
reasons:

1. Regardless of the revised thresholds
for permit exemptions, all installations
that may be subject to Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) review
must still abide by Virginia's PSD
requirements or set forth in section 120-
08-02. Virginia Regulation 120-08-01 M
contains a provision that precludes
circumvention of the new source review
requirements, regardless of the allowed
exemptions. A provision in Appendix R
states that in cases where a source is
modified in increments so that no single
increment would be subject to a
regulatory provision, and such
increments are not part of a
preestablished program of modification,
Virginia will consider the aggregate of
these increments to determine such
source's applicability.

2. EPA requires all States to review
new sources to determine whether the
increased emissions from such sources
might cause either NAAQS violations or
PSD increment violations, whichever is
more restrictive. Currently, Virginia has

a program to track emissions growth
from all sources that are located in
nonattainment areas. The provisions of
40 CFR 51.166(A){4) requires that States.
shall review the adequacy of a plan on a
periodic basis and 60 days within such
time that an applicable increment is
being violated. If such is the case, and
either EPA or the State determines that
such increment is being violated, then a
finding will be made that the SIP is
substantially inadequate, and these
exemption provisions will have to be

‘revised. Given these safeguards, EPA

proposes to approve the exemptions,
and encourages Virginia to implement a
tracking system to ensure that sources

. exempt under the requirements of

Appendix R will not violate PSD
increments.

B. Section 120-08-03 is amended as
follows:

1. A provision is added to identify the
regulated entity (including any
exemptions and exclusions), the
situations under which a permit is
needed, and the area of applicability.

.2. The provision covering emission
testing is amended to specify the criteria
for the use of alternative test methods
and for granting waivers to the testing
requirements.

3. No provision in Part VIl was
specifically amended as part of
Virginia’s stack height SIP revision.
However, the following provisions in
Part VIII contain cross references to the
provisions in Part V:

a. Section 120-08-03 B. Definitions
b. Section 120-08-03 F. Standards/
conditions for granting permits
¢. Section 120-08-03 H. Compliance
determination and verification by

performance testing

Because the above provisions cross-
reference the amended Part V provisions
pertaining to GEP stack height, and EPA
has determined that the GEP stack
height provisions are correct. EPA has
determined tht Virginia's new source
review provisions cover the necessary
requirements incorporating a GEP stack
height analysis for new and modified
sources.

4. Virginia's amended New Source
Review regulation (section 120-04-08-
01(a)} specifically exempts reactivated
sources from new source review
Virginia's regulation defined -
“reactivation” an "beginning operations
of an emissions unit that has shut
down.”

Under current EPA policy, a
reactivated source which has been shut
down for two years or more, or has been
removed from the State’s emission
inventory, would be subject to new
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source review. Because Virginia's
amended regulation represent a
significant relaxation from the current
SIP and does not conform to current
EPA policy, EPA informed Virginia that
the amended provisions which allow
exemptions for reactivated sources as
currently defined cannot be approved as
a revision of the Virginia SIP. .
Accordingly, on August 7, 1986 the State
agreed to withdraw these provisions
from consideration a proposed SIP
revision. Therefore, EPA will continue to
enforce the provisions of the current
Virginia SIP with regard to the
applicability of reactivated sources to
New Source Review.

On August 7, 1980, 45 FR 52735, EPA
had promulgated regulations in 40 CFR
Parts 51 and 52 with respect to
prevention of significant deterioration
and new source review (PSD/NSR)
which required inclusion of vessel
emissions in two provisions:

1. For apphcablllty purposes, all
dockside vessel emissions that could be
attributable to a stationary source (i.e.,
marine terminal) had to be included in
the primary emissions calculation for
that source.

2. For offsetting and air quality
analysis purposes, the vessel emissions
which occurred as the vessel was going
to and from the stationary source had to
be included in secondary emissions
calculations.

On June 25, 1982, 47 FR 27561, EPA
promulgated revised regulations-in 40
CFR Parts 51 and 52 which completely
excluded, and permitted States to
exclude, both types of vessel emissions
from the determinations described
above.

In sections 120-04-0801(b) and 120~
04-0803(b), Virginia had modified the
definition of “stationary source” to
exclude emissions from vessels.
Although this amendment may have
been consistent with EPA requirements
at the time of proposed adoption by
Virginia, EPA is in the process of
revising its policy of excluding vessel
emissions based on recent litigation
(Natural Resources Defense Council v.
EPA, 726 F.2d 724 (D.C. Cir. 1984), in
which the Court remanded EPA's
promulgation for further consideration.
Therefore, EPA will defer action on this
proposed SIP revision until final Agency
action consistent with this Court
decision has been formulated. Until
then, Virginia may not utilize the above-
described vessel emissions exclusions.

On August 25, 1983, 48 FR 38742, EPA
had proposed, but not promulgated,
revisions to 40 CFR 51.165, 51.166, 52.21,
52.24 and Appendix S of Part 51 by
revising the definition of “allowable
emissions” and “potential to emit” to

read that the emission rate of a
stationary source could be restricted by
either State-enforceable limits.or. .
federally-enforceable limits rather than
both, as required by the current SIP..
Virginia had similarly amended its
definitions of “allowable emissions” and
“potential to emit” in sections 120-04- .
0801(a) and 120-04-0803(a). EPA is in
the process of reviewing its proposed
rulemaking revisions on the State/
federal enforceability issue as a result of
ongoing litigation. Therefore, EPA will
defer action on this proposed SIP
revision until final Agency action has
been formulated. Until EPA takes final
action, Virginia cannot use its own
enforceable limits to exempt sources
from major source review that would
not be exempt using only federally-
enforceable limits,

Appendices

Virginia has amended the Appendices
to its regulations, as described below:

A. For Appendix D [Forest
Managment and Agricultural practices],
the condition that prohibits the piling or
bunching of material to be burned is
deleted from the list of forest
management practices. This Appendix is
not part of the SIP, as this Appendix is
related to Virginia's open burning
provisions.

B. For Appendix E [Guidelines for
Operation of Coal Refuse Disposal
Areas), the existing provisions are
repealed and replaced by new
provisions which specify the public
participation procedures for soliciting
and utilizing input from interested
parties for use in the formation and
development of Board actions relative to
the adoption, amendment or repeal of
regulations.

C. For Appendix G [Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas], the
areas are updated to be consistent with
the 1980 Federal Census.

D. For Appendix ] [Emission
Monitoring Procedures for Existing, New
and Modified Sources), those provisions
which affect only one source type are
relocated to the rule containing the
emission standards for that source type.

E. For Appendix K [Nonattainment
Areas], all provisions addressing
hydrocarbons are deleted.

F. For Appendix L [Prevention of

‘Significant deterioration Areas], all

provisions addressing hydrocarbons are
deleted.

G. Appendix M [Control Technology
Guidelines for Volatile Organic
Compound Emissions] is deleted and the
provisions thereof are relocated to the
rule containing the emission standards
for the affected source type.

H. Appendix Q [Interpretation of
Emission Standards Based on Process
Weight-Rate Tables] is added and
explains how to interpret the emission
limits based on process weight rate
tables for those emission standards
based on process weight rate.

I. Appendix R [New and Modified
Sources Permit Exemption Levels], is
added and identifies those facilities that
are exempt from section 120-08-01.

Proposed Deletion of Current SIP
Regulations

EPA is proposing to approve the
deletion of a number of outdated or
redundant regulatory provisions, from-
the currently-approved SIP. These
deleted provisions consist of the
following:

1. SIP Regulation 4. 52—Thls
regulation, applicable only to VOC
sources located in the Virginia portion
of the National Capital AQCR, was the
original regulation adopted by Virginia
to control emissions from sources of
photochemically reactive organic
compounds located in Northern Virginia.
This regulation was approved by EPA
prior to EPA's issuing of Round [, Round
1I and Round III Control Techniques
Guideline (CTG) regulations. {See 40
CFR 52.2420 (c)(19), (c)(24)).

Since Virginia's adoption of VOC
regulations based on EPA's CTG
guidelines, the provisions of SIP
regulation 4.52 have become outmoded,
as the CTG regulations are more
comprehensive than the provisions of
SIP Rule 4.52,

2. Former Regulation 4.55(b},
pertaining to plant-wide VOC emissions

- reduction plans, has been deleted. Since

EPA had not approved section 4.55(b) as
part of the SIP because of enforceability
questions, the deletion of this provision
is acceptable.

3. Former SIP Regulation 4.54(a),
4.55(a), 4.56{a) and 4.57(a), pertaining to
general provisions pertaining to VOC
control have been deleted as separate
entities. However, the major provisions
of these sections have been relocated
into the “Applicability and Designation
of Affected Facility” Section of Rules 4-
11 and 4-24 through 4~39, as well as the
“Standard for Volatile Organic
Compounds” Sectioln in Rule 4-11. In
certain rules, the exemptions included in

. the SIP-approved versions of the

“general provisions” have been
removed, thus making the proposed
VOC regulations more stringent. This
change was discussed in greater detail
earlier in this notice.
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Amendment to Rules 4-21, 4-23

Rule 4-21 (Sulfuric Acid Praduction
Units) and 4-23 (Nitric Acid Production
Units) are amended to conform with the
revised standard formats for source-
specific rules. These changes are not
substantive. The amendments to’
regulation 120-04-2104 are proposed
revisions of Virginia's 111(d} Plan for
sulfuric acid mist, and will be addressed
separately in this notice.

Amendments to Rule 4-13

Rule 4-13 (Kraft Pulp Mills) is also
amended to conform with the revised
standard format for source specific
rules. Virginia has also amended
Regulation 120-04~1304 by increasing
the allowable opacity limit for recovery
furnaces from that which is prescribed
in Rule 4-2 to 35% at all times. Virginia
justifies this change for three reasons:

(1) The standard conforms with
current NSPS requirenients as stated in
40 CFR, Subpart BB, § 60.282(a)(i)(ii).

(2) The standard represents a more
realistic opacity level of current
operations at the kraft pulping operation
located in the State.

{3) Virginia has established the
opacity limitation for kraft pulp mills as
a mechanism for enforcing the general
particulate regulation (section 120-04—
1303), rather than as a control strategy
for attaining and maintaining the
national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS] for particulates.

The general particulate regulation for
kraft pulp mills {former section 4.41{d))
remains unchanged, except that
“stacks” and “vents” are now referred
to as “units”. Therefore, EPA has
determined that the amendments to Rule
4-13 will have no adverse air quality
impacts. Because the amended opacity
regulation still conforms to current EPA
and SIP requirements, EPA proposes
approval of these amendments. Rule 4~
13 also contains a standard for total
reduced sulfur. EPA will review this
regulation in a separate section 111(d}
Plan action that Virginia intends to
submit at a later time.

40 CFR Part 62

Virginia currently has an approved
section 111(d) Plan for sulfuric acid mist.
(See 40 CFR 62.1160). Virginia has
submitted administrative amendments
to section 120-04-2104, which refer to
the standard for sulfuric acid mist.
There are no substantive changes.
Virginia's public hearings held for all of
the SIP changes also' meet the public
hearing requirements of 40 CFR 60.23.

In view of the above evaluation, EPA
proposes to approve the revision to

Virginia's 111(d) Plan for sulfuric acid
mist. :

Conclusion

Based on EPA’s review of the
amendments and revised format of
Virginia's air pollution control
regulations, EPA is proposing to approve
these changes as revisions of the
Virginia SIP and section 111(d} Plan
except for those positions which EPA
does not regard to be part of the SIP. In
addition, EPA will defer action on the
proposed SIP revisions in Part VIII
pertaining to vessel emissions
exclusions and enforceability until final

Agency action has been formulated. The ,
“ Pub. L. 100-93. The purpose of these

Regional Administrator’s decision to
propose approval of the amendments to
Virginia's air pollution control
regulations is based on a determination
that these proposed SIP revisions meet
the requirements of sections 110{a}(2}
and 111(d} of the Clean Air Act and 40
CFR Part 51, requirements for

" Preparation, Adoption and Submittal of

State Implementation Plang, and 40 CFR
Part 60, Section B. The public is invited
to submit, to the EPA address stated
above, comments on whether the
proposed revisions to Virginia’s SIP
should be approved.

Under 5 U.S.C. 605(b), I certify that
this SIP revision will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
(See 46 FR 8709).

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291, )

List of Subjects
40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Sulfur oxides,
nitrogen dioxide, Lead, Particulate
matter, Carbon monoxide,
Intergovernmental regulations,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

40 CFR Part 62

Air pollution control, Sulfuric acid
mist, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642.

Dated: February 6, 1986.

James M. Seif,
Regional Administrator.
Editorial note: This document was received

at the Office of the Federal Register October
14, 1987,

[FR Doc. 87-24124 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES
- Office of the Secretary
42 CFR Part 1001
Request for Comments on Developing

Regulations for Anti-Kickback
Provisions

AGENcY: Office of the Secretary, HHS,
Office of Inspector General (OIG).

ACTION: Notice of intent to develop
regulations.

SUMMARY: This notice requests
comments on our intent to publish
regulations as required by section 14 of

regulations will be to specify payment
practices which, although potentially
capable of inducing referrals of business
under Medicare, are not to be
considered kickbacks for purposes of
criminal or civil remedies. Interested
individuals and parties are requested to
submit their comments by December 18,
1987.

DATES: To assure consideration,
comments must be mailed and delivered
to the address provided below by
December 18, 1987.

ADDRESS: Address comments in writing
to: Office of Inspector General,
Department of Health and Human
Services, Attention: LRR-17-NI, Room
5246, 330 Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20201.

If you prefer, you may deliver your
comments to Room 5643, 330
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC. In commenting, please
refer to file code LRR-17-NI. Agencies
and organizations are requested to
submit comments in duplicate.

Comments will be available for public
inspection beginning approximately two
weeks after publication of this notice in
Room 5643, 330 Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC on Monday
through Friday of each week from 9:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., (202) 472-5270.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT:
Joel J. Schaer, Legislation, Regulations
and Public Affairs Staff, (202) 472-5270.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section

1128B(b) of the Social Security Act
provides criminal penalties for

" individuals and entities participating in

the Medicare or Medicaid programs that
knowingly and willfully offer, pay,
solicit or receive remuneration as an
inducement for the referral of
individuals for items and services under
Medicare or Medicaid. These actions
are defined as felonies and are subject,
upon conviction, to fines of up to $25,000
and imprisonment of up tn 5 years.
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These provisions were previously
codified at sections 1877 and 1909, but
have since been recodified by section 4
of Pub. L. 100-93, the Medicare and
Medicaid Patient and Program
Protection Act of 1987. In addition,
section 2 of Pub. L. 10093 provides
authority to exclude a person or entity
from participation in the Medicare and
Medicaid programs if it is determined
that the party is engaged in a prohibited
remuneration scheme. Finally, section 14
of Pub. L. 100-93 requires the
promulgation of regulations specifying
those payment practices that will not be
subject to criminal prosecution under
section 1128B(b) and that will not
provide a basis for exclusion from the
Medicare program or the State health
care programs under section 1128(b)(7).
The Secretary, in consultation with the
Attorney General, is required to publish
a proposed rule with regard to this
provision within one year of enactment,
and to promulgate final regulations
within two years of enactment,
specifying which payment practices will
not be treated as a criminal offense and
not serve as a basis for an exclusion.

In order to most effectively address
issues raised by these amendments, we
are requesting public comments from
affected provider, practitioner, supplier
and beneficiary representatives before
developing proposed regulations. In
particular, we are seeking from the
public suggestions for generic criteria
that can be applied to particular types of
business arrangements to determine if
they are inappropriate for civil or
criminal sanctions. In addition, we
invite descriptions of particular business
arrangements that should be permissible
under any regulatory scheme we
develop. In either case, a narrative
explanation of the justification for the
suggestions would prove helpful in our
drafting of proposed regulations.

{Secs. 1128(b){7) and 1128B of the Social

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a-7{b)(7) and
1320a-7b)

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

Programs No. 13.714, Medical Assistance

Program; No. 13.773, Medicare-Hospital

Insurance Program; No. 13.744, Medicare—

Supplementary Medical Income Program)
Dated: August 28, 1987,

Richard P. Kusserow,

Inspector General, Department of Health and
Human Services.

Approved: September 30, 1987.
Otis R. Bowen.
Secretary
{FR Doc. 87-24105 Filed 10-18-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4150-04-M

Family Support Administration
45 CFR Part 400

Refugee Cash and Medical Assistance

AGENCY: Family Support Administration
(FSA), HHS.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This proposed regulation
would amend current rules to change the
period of eligibility for the special
programs of refugee cash assistance
(RCA) and refugee medical-assistance
{RMA) from the 18-month period
beginning with the first month a refugee
entered the United States to the 12-
month period beginning with such first
month.

DATES: To assure consideration,
comments should be received by
December 3, 1987.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
addressed to Bill F. Gee, Director, Office
of Refugee Resettlement, Department of
Health and Human Services, Room 1229
Switzer Building, 330 C Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20201.

If you prefer, you may deliver your
comments to Room 1229 Switzer
Building, 330 C Street SW., Washington,
DC.

Agencies and organizations are
requested to submit comments in
duplicate.

Comments will be available for public
inspection, beginning approximately
three weeks after publication, at the
above address on Monday through
Friday of each week from 9:30 a.m. to
4:00 p.m., except Federal holidays.

Because of the large number of
comments expected, we cannot
acknowledge or respond to them
individually. However, in preparing the
final rule, we will consider all comments
received during the comment period and
will respond to them in the preamble to
that rule.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ellen M. McGovern, (202) 245-1957.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

Current regulations at 45 CFR 400.202
through 400.204 provide for Federal
refugee funding, subject to the
availability of funds, to be provided to
States for cash and medical assistance
for eligible refugees during their first 36
months in the United States. Such
funding is provided to States for the
non-Federal share of assistance if the
refugee is eligible for the programs of
aid to families with dependent children
(AFDC), foster care maintenance
payments under title IV-E of the Social

Security Act, supplemental security
income (SSI), adult assistance in the
territories, and medical assistance
{Medicaid) under Title XIX of the Sacial
Security Act.

Current regulations also provide for
Federal refugee funding, subject to the
availability of funds, for a special
program of refugee cash assistance
(RCA) and refugee medical assistance
{RMA) during a refugee’s first 18 months
in the U.S. and for the cost of general
assistance (GA), including GA medical
assistance (GMA], provided to eligible
refugees under a State or local GA/
GMA program during a refugee's second
18 months.

The RCA and RMA programs assist
those refugees whose economic needs
are equivalent to the economic needs
required in a State's AFDC program but

- who do not meet the AFDC family-

composition requirements or the SSI age
or disability requirements.

Prior to 1982, RCA and RMA were
available during an eligible refugee’s
first 36 months in the U.S. An interim
final regulation published March 12,
1982 (at 47 FR 10841) reduced the period
to the current 18 months. After the first
18 months, such refugees may seek
assistance under a regular, ongoing
State or local GA or GMA program. The
1982 regulation provided for Federal
refugee funds to cover the cost of GA
and GMA during a refugee's months 19—
36 so that overall State costs of
providing cash and medical assistance
to refugees during their first 36 months
in the U.S. would continue to be fully
federally funded.

Effective March 1, 19886, this 36-month
period was reduced to 31 months in
order to implement the fiscal reductions
imposed under Pub. L. 99-177, the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings).

Funding for cash and medical
assistance under the refugee program for
Federal fiscal year 1987 (October 1,
1986-September 30, 1987) was provided
under the FY 1987 Continuing Resolution
(Pub. L. 99-591) at the rate current for FY
1986. Therefore the time-limitation of 31
months has remained in effect in order
to meet fiscal restrictions.

Thus, under current law, the entire
cost of refugee cash and medical
assistance is borne by the Federal
Government during a refugee’s first 31
months in the United States.

(None of the time-limits cited above
apply to funding for assistance and
services for unaccompanied minors
under 45 CFR 400.205, nor would such
funding be affected by this proposed
rule.}
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Regulatory Procedures -

Under Executive Order 12291, we
must judge whether a regulation is
“major” and therefore subject to the
requirements of a Regultory Impact
Analysis. This regulation does not meet
the definition of a "“major” regulation
contained in the Executive Order. This
regulation would not increase costs;
rather, it would decrease costs by
decreasing Federal funding.

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
604(b)), the Secretary certifies that this
rule, if promulgated, will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

This proposed rule does not contain
collection-of-information requirements
which would require approval by the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB] under the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1980.

Statutory Authority

Section 412(a)(9) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act authorizes the
Secretary of HHS to issue regulations
needed to carry out the program.

Description of the Regulation

Through this regulation, the
Department proposes to reduce the
duration of the special programs of
refugee cash assistance [RCA) and
refugee medical assistance (RMA} from
18 months to 12 months—a 8-month
decrease. This change would result in
estimated net savings of $14 million in
FY 1988. .

This proposed decrease has the
following purposes:

a. To provide refugees with stronger
incentives to gain employment and
become self-sufficient as rapidly as
possible after their arrival in the United
States.

b. To reduce the likelihood of
unnecessary welfare dependency
resulting from extended periods of
special support.

c. To reduce Federal expenditures to
help meet the objectives of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985.

d. To reduce the degree of special
treatment afforded to refugees, which
results in unequal treatment among low-
income populations.-

e. To reduce total refugee welfare
costs while continuing to relieve States
of the cost of cash and medical
assistance provided to refugees during
their initial period in the U.S.

Under this proposal, RCA and RMA
would be available only during the first
12 months, and such refugees would
seek assistance under a GA or GMA

program beginning in their 13th month
rather than in their 19th month as at
present. Since, under this proposal,
Federal refugee funding for GA/GMA
would begin with a refugee's 13th
month, no added financial burden would
occur to States or localities as compared
to the present policy of funding RCA/
RMA during a refugee’s first 18 months
and GA/GMA beginning with a
refugee’s 19th month.

The extent of refugee eligibility for
assistance would, however, be affected
by this proposed reduction in RCA/
RMA from 18 to 12 months. Since the
RCA/RMA programs are generally more
comprehensive than existing State or
local GA/GMA programs, the assistance
available to refugees who do not qualify
for AFDC, SSI, or Medicaid would be
reduced beginning with the 13th month
rather than the 19th month. It is, in part,
this difference in coverage between
RCA/RMA and GA/GMA which could
be expected to result in reduced Federal
costs without increasing State or local
costs. Similarly, this difference would
also tend to reduce the likelihood of
unnecessary welfare dependency by
providing an earlier need for most RCA
recipients to seek employment.

The majority of refugees now arriving
in the United States receive extended
periods of U.S. cultural orientation and
English language instruction overseas
before reaching this country—training
which was not available when the 18-
month limitation went into effect in
1982. We believe that the utility of this
training can now be reflected in a
shorter period of eligibility for special
assistance that is not available to U.S.
citizens or immigrants to the U.S.

List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 400
Grant programs—social programs,
Health care, Public assistance programs,
Refugees, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.
Dated: July 1, 1987.
Wayne A. Stanton,
Administrator, Femily Support
Administration.

Approved: August 20, 1987.
Otis R. Bowen,
Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services.

45 CFR Part 400 is proposed to be
amended as follows:

The authority citation for Part 400
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sec. 412(a)(9), Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1522(a)(9)).
§ 400.2 [Amended]

2. In § 400.2, the definitions of
“Refugee cash assistance™ and of
“Refugee medical agsistance” are

amended by removing, in each
definition, “an 18-month period” and
adding therefor “a 12-month period”.

§ 400.203 [Amended]

3. In § 400.203, paragraph (b} is
amended by removing “18-month
period” and adding therefor *12-month
period”, and paragraph (c) is amended
by removing “during the 18-month
period beginning with the 19th month”
and adding therefor “during the 24-
month period beginning with the 13th
month".

§ 400.204 [Amended]

4. In § 400.204, paragraph (b} is
amended by removing “18-month
period” and adding therefor “12-menth

" period”, and paragraph (c) is amended
by removing “during the 18-month
period beginning with the 19th month”
and adding therefor “during the 24-
month period beginning with the 13th
month”.

§400.209 [Amended]

5. In § 400.209, paragraph (b} is -
amended by removing 18 months” and
adding therefor 12 months”.

[FR Doc. 87-24004 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4150-04-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 0
[Gen. Docket No. 86-337]
Automatic Transmitter Identification

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commissien,

ACTION: Proposed rulemaking; extension
of deadline for comments and reply
comments.

SUMMARY: Acting under delegated
authority, the Chief, Office of
Engineering and Technology has issued
an Order extending the comment and
reply comment deadlines for the Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released
July 9, 1987, in General Docket No. 86~.
337. See 52 FR 26538, July 15, 1987.

This action is in respanse to an
extension request from the Satellite
Operators and Users Technical
Committee.

DATES: Comments are now due by
January 5, 1988, and reply comments by
February 4, 1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

John Hudak, Field Operations Bureau,

(202) €22-6977.

Federal Communications Commission.

Thomas P. Stanley,,

Chief Engineer.

[FR Doc. 87-24090 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
_ BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part73

[MM Docket No. 87-431, RM-5767; RM-
5819]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Cottonwood, AZ

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

sUMMARY: This document requests
comments on petitions for rule making
filed by KVRD, Inc., to allot FM Channel
289A to Cottonwood, AZ, as that
community’s second local FM service
(RM-5767), and by Central Broadcasting
Company, licensee of Station
KSMK(FM) (Channel 240A),
Cottonwood, seeking to substitute FM
Channel 240C for Channel 240A and
modify its license accordingly, to specify
operation on the higher class channel to
provide that community with its first
expanded coverage FM service.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before December 7, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 22,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners” counsel, as follows: Diane H.
Ming, Esq., Gammon & Grange, 1925 K
Street NW., Suite 300, Wash., DC 20006
1115 {Central Broadcasting Company); B.
Jay Baraff, Esq., Baraff, Koerner,
Olender & Hochberg, 2033 M Street
NW., Suite 203, Wash., DC 20036
(KVRD, Inc.).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy V. Joyner, Mass Media Bureau
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-431, adopted September 17, 1987 and
released October 14, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1918 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also.
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202} 857-3800,

2100 M Street NW.,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24157 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 86-252, RM-5099]

Radio Broadcasting Servfées; LeRoy
and Urbana, IL

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a proposal filed by Tak
Communications, Inc. to allocate FM
Channe! 223B1 to Urbana, Illinois, to
delete Channel 280A from Urbana, and
to modify the license of Station
WKIO(FM) to specify operation on
Channel 223B1. This document also
orders the licensee of Station WKIO to
show cause why its license should not
be modified to specify operation on
Channel 300A.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested persons should serve all
parties to this proceeding or their
counsel or consultants, as follows: Ralph
W. Hardy, Jr., Dow, Lohnes: & Albertson,
1225 23rd Street NW., Suite 500,
Washington, DC 20037 (Counsel to Tak
Communications, Inc.); William P.
Bernton, Esq., 1875 Eye Street NW.,
Suite 1050, Washington, DC 20006
{Counsel to W. Russell Withers, Jr.}

Merilyn M. Strailman, Esq., Wiley, Rein

‘& Fielding, 1776 K Street NW., °

Washington, DC 20006 (Counsel to:
McLean County Broadcasters, Inc.);
Gerald Mason, Esq., 1029 Pacific Street,
P.O. Box 1648, San Luis Obispo, CA
93406 (Counsel to WIHN(FM), Normal,
Illinois); Kathryn R. Schmeltzer, Esq.,
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper & Leader, 1255
Twenty-Third Street NW., Washington,
DC 20037 (Counsel to WGPU(FM),
Urbana, lllinois).

* FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Joel Rosenberg, Mass Media Bureau..
(202} 634-8530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Dacket No.
86-252, adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this. Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International -
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding,

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects.in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio breadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.
Bradley P. Holmes,

Chief, Policy and Rules Division, Mass Media '
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24086 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
{MM Docket No. 87-416, RM-57701

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Cannelton, IN

AGENCY: Federal Communication
Commission.
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ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Martin L.
Hensley proposing the allotment of FM
Channel 275A to Cannelton, Indiana as
that community's first FM channel.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before December 4, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 21,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counse!l or
consultant, as follows: Martin L. .
Hensley, 1655 Oliver Street, Evansville, .
Indiana 47714 (Petitioner). :

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
D. David Weston, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-416 adopted September 4, 1987 and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC -
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International :
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Medla
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24158 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 87-413, RM-5630]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Ligonler,.

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission,

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Erwin Draper
proposing the allotment of FM Channel
274A to Ligonier, Indiana as the
community’'s first FM broadcast service.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: Richard J. Hayes,
Jr., Attorney-at-Law, 1359 Black
Meadow Road, Greenwood Plantation,
Spotsylvania, Virginia 22553 (Counsel to
Petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

D. David Weston, Mass Media Bureau.,
(202) 634~6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of

- Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.

87-413, adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24085 Filed .u-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 87-415, RM-5654]

Radio Broadcasting Services; West
Lafayette, IN

AGENCY: Federal Communlcatnons
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Bruce Quinn
proposing the allotment of FM Channel
204A to West Lafayette, Indiana as that
community’s first FM broadcast service.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before December 4, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 21,
1987.

ADDRESSES: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In .
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: Mr. Bruce Quinn,
824 South Hamilton Street, Delphi,
Indiana 46923 (Petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: D.
David Weston, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 834-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This isa -
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-415 adopted August 25, 1987 and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch {(Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules govemmg
permissible ex parte contact.
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For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

|FR Doc. 87-24093 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 87-418, RM-5769}
Radio Broadcasting Services; Sioux
Rapids, (A

AGENCY: Federal Communications.
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Donald A.
Swanson proposing the allotment of FM
Channel 275C2 to Sioux Rapids, lowa as
that community’s first FM channel.
DATES: Comments must filed on or
before December 4, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 21,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with FCC,
interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: Mr. Donald A.
Swanson, cfo Radio, Station KTEC,
Route 2, Sioux Rapids, lowa (Petitioner).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION. CONTACT:

D. David Weston, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
86—418 adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch {(Room 230}, 1919 M
Street NW., Wasghington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may alse
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037..

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980:do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the' matter is
no longer subject to. Commission
consideration or court review, all ex

parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this.
one, which involve channel allotments..
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing,

procedures for comments, See 47 CFR:
1.415 and 1.420,

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Alocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

{FR Doc. 87-24095 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am],
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M.

47CFRPart73
[MM Docket No. 87-419, Rm-58001

Radio Broadcasting Servlces,
Burlington, KS

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Douglass R.
Lawrence proposing the allotment of FM
Channel 237A to Burlington, Kansas as
that community’s first FM channel.
Finalization of this proposal is
contingent upon the issuance of license
to Station KHUM {Channel 239),
Ottawa, Kansas to change:its

transmitter site and reduce it facilities to

Class C1 status.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before December 4, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 21,
1987.

ADDRESSES: Federal Communications:
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the.
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: John R, Wilner,
Esq., Bryan, Cave, McPheeters &
McRoberts, 1015 Fifteenth Street NW.,
Suite 1000, Washington, DC 20005
(Counsel to Petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
D. David Weston, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-419, adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230}, 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The:
complete text of this decision may alsa

be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202} 857-3800,
2100:M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC.20037..

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter ig
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this:
one, which involve channel allotments..
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission..
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media:
Bureau:

[FR Doc. 87-24096 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am};
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part73
[MM Docket No. 87-412, RM-5914]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Litchfield, MN

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition filed by
Litchfield Broadcasting Corporation,
proposing the substitution of Channel
235C2 for Channel 237A at Litchfield,
Minnesota, and modification of the
license for Station KLFD-FM, to specify
the higher class channel. This proposal
could provide a first wide coverage area
station for Litchfield.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on. or before Pecember 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the:
petitioner, orits counsel or consultant,
as follows: Herbert P. Gross, President,
Litchfield Broadcasting Carparation,
2615 Brookridge Avenue, Golden Valley,
Minnesota 55422.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Scheuerle, Mass Media
Bureau, (202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87--412 adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW; Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding. ,

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this .
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420. :

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief. Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules .

Division, Mass Media Bureau.
[FR Doc. 87~24084 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M :

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-411, RM-5864]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Owensville, MO

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition filed by
Owensville Communications Company.
proposing the substitution of Channel
237C2 for Channel 237A at Owensville,
Missouri, and modification of its permit
for Channel 237A at Owensville to
specify the higher class of channel. This
proposal could provide a first wide
coverage 4rea station for the
community. -

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioner, or its counsel or consultant,
as follows: Mark Jones, Owensville
Communications Company, 1028
Waterford Lane, Pensacola, Florida
32514.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Scheuerle, Mass Media
Bureau, (202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-411, adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also

" be purchased from the Commission’s

copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW. Suite 140,

‘Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in

-.Commission proceedings, such as this

one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24087 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

ACTION: Proposed rule; denial of
petition. :

SUMMARY: This document denies the
request of Dale G. Gardner to allocate
Channel 248C1 to Mesquite, Nevada, as

‘the community's first local FM service.

Petitioner failed to provide the
requested information showing that
Mesquite is a *community” for allotment
purposes. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 87-94,
adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractor, International
Transcription Service, (200) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24079 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-408, RM-6004)

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Chillicothe, OH

AGENCY: Federal Communications -
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-94; RM-55841]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Mesquite, NV

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

suMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Wyandot
Radio Corporation, licensee of Station
WFCB-FM., Channel 232A, Chillicothe,
Ohio, proposing to substitute Channel
232B1 for its Class A channel and the
modification of its license to specify the
higher powered channel. Channel 232B1
can be allocated to Chillicothe in
compliance with the Commission’s
minimum distance separation
requirements with a site restriction of
6.8 kilometers (4.1 miles) east to avoid a
short-spacing to Station WWNK-FM,
Cincinnati, Ohio, and WSNY, Columbus,
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Ohio. In compliance with Section
1.420(g) of the Commission's Rules,
competing expressions of interest in use
of the channel at Chillicothe will not be
accepted. Canadian concurrence in the
allocation is required since the
community is located within 320
kilometers of the U.S.-Canadian border.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987 and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioner, or its counsel or consultant,
as follows: Alan C. Campbell, Esq.,
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, 1255-23rd
Street NW., Suite 500, Washington, DC
20037 (Counsel to petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-408, adopted September 11, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch {(Room 230}, 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractor, International
Transcription Service, (202} 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration of court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24088 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-409, RM-5940] :

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Middleport, OH - :

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Radio Mid-
Pom, Inc., licensee of Station WMPO-
FM, Channel 221A, Middleport, Ohio,
requesting the substitution of Channel
221B1 for its Class A channel and the
modification of its license to specify the
higher powered allotment. Channel
221B1 can be allocated to Middleport in
compliance with the Commission’s
minimum distance separation
requirements with a site restriction of 23
kilometers (14.7 miles) northeast to
avoid a short-spacing to Station WME],
Channel 220A, Proctorville, Ohio, and to
Station WXGT, Channel 222, Columbus,
Ohio. This proposal conflicts with the
application of Lower Ohio Valley
Educational Corporation to operate a
noncommercial educational station on
Channel 219A at Belpre, Ohio (ARN-
860805MA). Canadian concurrence is
required since Middleport is located
within 320 kilometers (200 miles) of the
U.S.-Canadian border.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In .
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the,
petitioner, or its counsel or consultant,
as follows: Richard J. Hayes, Jr., 1359
Black Meadow Road, Greenwood
Plantation, Spotsylvania, Virginia 22553
(Counsel to petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
{202) 834-6530,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’'s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-409, adopted September 11, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC

Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M

Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
‘Transcription Service, {202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

_Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contracts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, see 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

{FR Doc. 87-24089 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

(MM Docket No. 86-287; RM-55561

Radio Broadcasting Services, Ulysses,
PA

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule; dismissal.

SUMMARY: This document dismisses the
request of Donna M. Venetz proposing
the allocation of Channel 268A to
Ulysses, Pennsylvania, as the
community's first local FM service.
Neither the petitioner nor any other
party-filed comments expressing a
continuing interest in the allotment.
With this action, this proceeding is
terminated.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K; Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-68530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
gsummary of the Commission’s Second
Report and Order, MM Docket No. 86~
287, adopted September 25, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractor, International .
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.
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List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part.73
Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commissien.

Mark N. Lipp,

.Chief, Allocations.Branch, Policy and Rules

Division, Mass:Media/Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87+24097 Filed 10-16-87;18:45 ani]

BILLING.CODE 6712<01:M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket'No. 87-417, RM-5931]

Television Broadcasting‘Services;
Lima and London, OH;:Muncie, IN;
Rockford, IL; Grand Rapids, Mi

AGENCY: Federal Commuriications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments.on a petition.-by WKBN
Broadcasting Corporation:requesting the
allocation:of Channel 17 to-Lima, @hio,
as the community’s third local
commercial television service and the
substitution of noncommercial
educational Channel *61 for unused.and
unapplied for Channel *17 at Muncie,
Indiana. Grant of this request would
represent a departure from the
Commission’s policy concerning the
dereservation of noncommercial
educational channels.so asto.make
them available‘for commercial use. -
Therefore, WKBN is requested to show
in its comments how the allocation of
Channel 17 at'Lima, as a commerdial
servige, would better serve the:public
interest than‘itsretention:at Muncie for
noncommergiadl-educational service.
Channel 17.can'be allocated to Lima,
Ohio, in compliance with the
Commission’s minimum-distance
separation requirements-with a site
restriction.of'32:1 Kilometers (19.9 miles)
southwest to.avoid a short-spacing to
Channel 186 at Detroit, Michigan, which
is reserved for-land 'mobile use, andito
Station KXMI, Channel 17,Grand
Rapids, Michigan. In addition, the
allocation of Channel 17 at Lima
requires.a change in offset designation
for Station WXMI, Channel 17,'Grand
Rapids, Michijgan, from *zero” to
“minus” and for'Station WTVQ, -
Channel 17,'Rockford, Illinois, from
“minus” to “plus” and the addition of a
6.1 kilometer.(4.1 mile) southeastsite
restriction on'the pending proposalito
allocate Channel'32 to London, Ohio
(MM Docket No. 87-190, 52 FR 23569,
published June 23,1987. An Order to
Show Cause is directed to thelicensees
of Stations WXMI and WTVO.
concerning the change in'their. offset
designations.'Petitioner.is.requested to

state an intention to reimburse the
licensees for the cost of the changeover.
Canadian concurrence is required for
the changes at Lima, and London, Ohio,
Muncie, Indiana, and:Grand Rapids,
Michigan.

DATES: Comments must be filed:on or
before December 4, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 21,
1987,

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commiission,'Washington, DC 20554.'In
addition to'filing-comments with the
FCC, interested-parties should serve the
petitioner, or-its counsel.or consultant,
as'fdllows: John R.'Wilner, Esg., Bryan,

‘Cave, McPheéters & Roberts, 1015

Fifteenth Street' NW., Suite 1000,
‘Washington, DC.20005 (Counsel to
petitioner).

‘FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ‘CONTACT:

Leslie K. :Shapiro,:Mass‘Media Bureau,
(202).634-6530.

‘SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the‘Commissiori's Notice of

Proposed Rule Making, MM:Dacket No.
87-417, adopted Septeniber 4, 1987, and
released October13,1987. The full text
of this Commission.decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours.in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW.,"Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
bepurchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service,’(202)857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.of 1980 do not apply to

‘this-proceeding.

‘Memibers of the public'should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no’longer subject.to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited.in
Commission proceedings, .such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding praper filing
.procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects:in-47 CFR Part 73

Television broadcasting.
Federal:Communications Commission.
Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allacations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR'Doc. 87-24094 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part'73
.[MM Docket No. 87-414, RM-5795]

Television Broadcasting Services;
Junction City, KS

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Chronicle
Broadcasting of Omaha, Inc. proposing
the substitufion.of UHF TV-Channel 31
for VHF TV:Channel 6 at Junction City,
Kansas. The preposal would-endble

:Station' WOWT (Channel'6),"Omaha,

Nebraska, licensedto Chronicle
Broadcasting-of:®@maha, Inc.,to relocate
its‘transmitter-site and.improve-its
coverage area.

DATES: Comments'must be-filed on or
beforeDecember4, 1987,.and reply
comments:on-or:before Degcember:21,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
‘Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing.comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel-or
consultant, as follows: James P. Riley,
Esq., Fletcher, Heald Hildreth, 1225
Connecticut Avenue NW., Suite 400,
Washington, DC.20036:(Counsel to
Petitioner).

FOR FURTHERINFORMATION CONTACT:

D. David Weston, Mass Media :Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This'is a
summary dfithe:Gommission's Netice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM ‘Docket No.
87-414 adopted September 4, 1987:and
released October 43, 1987. Theifull text -
of this Commission decision is available
for-inspectien.and:cepying-during
normal business:hours in the FGC
Dockets Branch-(Room 230), 1918.M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this.decision may also
be purchased fror the Gommission’s
capy:contrac!ors, International
Transcription.Service, (202)i857-3800,
2100 M Street NW.,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.of 1880 do'not-applyto
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that the time-a'Notice-cf Proposed Rule
Making is issued until the matteris-no
longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, ‘all ex
parte contracts are prohibited in
Gommission proceedings, such.as this
one, which involve.channel:allotments.
See 47:CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.
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For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR -
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Television broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief. Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24092 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 87-410, RM-5802]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Waterbury, VT

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Harvest
Broadcasting, Inc., licensee of Station
WGLY-FM, proposing the substitution
of Channel 276C2 for 276A at Waterbury
and modification of its license to specify
the higher class frequency. The proposal
could provide a first wide area coverage
station at Waterbury. A site restriction
of 7.9 kilometers (4.9 miles) northwest of
the community is required. Also
concurrence by the Canadian
government is required.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 30, 1987, and reply
comments on or before December 15,
1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioners, or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: Brian Dodge,
Harvest Broadcasting Services, Box
105FM, Hinsdale, NH 03451 (Consultant
for petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Rawlings, (202} 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
87-410, adopted September 4, 1987, and
released October 9, 1987. The full text of
this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FEC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M

. Street NW.,, Washington, DC. The

- complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’'s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
" Radio broadcasting,
Federal Communications Commission.

Mark N. Lipp,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24159 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M :

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 84-456, RM-4632]

Television Broadcasting Services;
Crandon, WI and Minneapolis-St. Paul,
MN

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document orders WCCO
Television, Inc., licensee of Station
WCCO-TV, Minneapolis-St. Paul,
Minnesota, to show cause by written
protest why the Station WCCO-TV
license should not be modified to
specify a channel offset of “plus” in lieu
of “zero”, in order to accommodate a
proposed Channel 4 allotment at
Crandon, Wisconsin. -

DATE: Response must be filed on or
before November 27, 1987.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve
these parties, or their counsel, as
follows: WCCQ Television, Inc., ¢/o Fly,
Shuebruk, Gaguine, Boros and Braun,
Suite 1759, 45 Rockefeller Plaza, New
York, New York 10111; Forest County
Television Company, c/o Arter and
Hadden, 1919 Pennsylvania Avenue .
NW., Washington, DC 20008.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Robert Hayne, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530. .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s order to
show cause, MM Docket No. 84458,

adopted September 186, 1987, and
released October 13, 1987. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,

. Washington, DC 20037,

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from time a Notice of Proposed Rule
Making is issued until the matter is no
longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contracts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1231 for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47-CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Television broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Bradley P. Holmes,

Chref, Policy and Rules Division, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 87-24091 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
50 CFR Parts 13 and 21

Draft Environmental Assessment;
Falconry and Raptor Propagation
Regulations; Extension of Comment
Period

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Extension of comment period.

SUMMARY: In the July 10, 1987, Federal
Register (at 52 FR 26030) the Fish and
wildlife Service announced the
availability of Draft Environmental
Assessment; Falconry and Raptor
Propagation Regulations and set the
closing date for public comment at
September 30, 1987. Based on comments
and inquiries received to date by the
Service, an extension of the public
comment-period is warranted.
Therefore, the closing date for public
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comment on the Draft is extended to
November 15, 1987.

DATE: Written comments are requested
by November 15, 1987. -

ADDRESSES: Copies of the Draft can be

obtained by writing to: Director (FWS/ .

MBMO), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, DC 20240, or by visiting the
Office of Migratory Bird Management,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Room
536, Matomic Building, 1717 H Street
NW., Washington, DC 20240, Written
comments can be sent to the same
addresses.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Rollin D. Sparrowe, Chief, Office of
Migratory Bird Management, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Washington, DC
20240 (202-254-3207).

Date: October 8, 1987.
Steven Robinson,

Deputy Director, U.S. Fish and Wi]dljfe
Service.

[FR Doc. 87-24141 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M '

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration .

50 CFR Parts 630, 638, 640, 641, 642,
645, 646, 649, 650, 652, 654, 655, 658,
663, 669, 672, 674, 675, 676, 680, 681,
and 683

[Docket No. 60109-7091)

Domestic Fishing Regulations

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service {(NMFS), NOAA, Commerce,

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: NOAA issues this proposed
rule to standardize the definition of
Vessel of the United Staes for all
domestic fishery regulations
promulgated under the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Managemént
Act {(Magnuson Act). The definition has
been recently modified, but not all
regulations have been changed
accordingly. The intended effect of this
action is to incorporate these changes
into those regulations that currently
need updating,

DATES: Written comments must be
received on or before November 186,
1987.

ADDRESS: Comments should be sent to:
Richard H. Shaefer, National Marine

Fisheries Service, 1825 Connecticut Ave.
NW., Washington, DC 20035.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marilyn Luipold, Office of General
Counsel, 202-673~5206.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Current
domestic fishing regulations
promulgated under the Magnuson Act
are not consistent in defining Vesse! of
the United States. Although some
regulations have been modified to
incorporate changes required by the
repeal of the Federal Boat Safety Act of
1971, this action is necessary to
standardize the definition in all
domestic fishing regulations.

In the interest of completeness, the
definition proposed in this action also
clarifies that unpowered vessels used
exclusively for pleasure are vessels of
the United States. The status of these
vessels requires clarifiation because
existing definitions rely on the
documentation requirements of Chapter
121 of Title 48, U.S.C., which apply only
to vessels of at least 5 net tons, and the
provisions of Chapter 123 of Title 46,
U.S.C., which only require numbering of
undocumented vessels equipped with

- propulsion machinery. Imp]ementatxon

of the definition proposed in this action
ensures that small, unpowered,
recreational vessels owned by U.S.

citizens are vessels of the United States

under Magnuson Act regulations.
Classification

NOAA issues this proposed rule to
standardize the definition of Vesse! of
the United States for all domestic
fishery regulations promulgated under
the Magnuson Act. This action is
categorically excluded from the
requirements to prepare an
environmental assessment by NOAA
Directive 02-10. The Administrator of

NOAA determined that this proposed

rule is not a “major rule” requiring a
regulatory impact analysis under
Executive Order 12291.

The General Counsel of the
Department of Commerce certified to
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration that this
proposed rule, if adopted, will not have

. a significant economic impact on a

substantial number of small entities.
While few instances of unpowered
vessels fishing in the exclusive
economic zone under Magnuson Act

retrictions are anticipated, clarification

of the status of small unpowered vessels
used exclusively for pleasure will avoid

confusion. The proposed rule will affect
the fishing operations of few, if any,
vessels and will not impose a significant
cost on those vessels.

This rule does not contain a collection
of information requirement for purposes
of the Paperwork Reduction Act. The
Administrator of NOAA determined that
this rule does not directly affect the
coastal zone of any State with an
approved coastal zone management
program.

List of Subjeéts in 50 CFR Part 630
through 683

Fisheries.

Dated: October 14, 1987.
James E. Douglas, Jr.,
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

For the reasons stated above, 50 CFR
Parts 630, 638, 640, 641, 642, 645, 646, 649,
650, 652, 654, 655, 658, 663, 669, 672, 674,
675, 676, 680, 881 and 683 are proposed
to be amended as follows:

PARTS 630, 638, 640, 641, 642, 645,
646, 649, 650, 652, 654, 655, 658, 663,
669, 672, 674, 675, 676, 680, 681, and
683—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 50 CFR
Parts 630 through 683 continues to read
as follows: .

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. .

2. 50 CFR Chapter VI is amended by
revising the definition of Vessel of the
United States in the designated sections
to read as follows:

§8§ 630.2, 638.2, 640.2, 641.2, 642.2, 645.2,
646.2, 649.2, 650.2, 652.2, 654.2, 655.2, 658.2,
663.2, 669.2, 672.2, 674.2, 675.2, 676.2, 680.2,
681.2,683.2 [Amended)

-« " . « oy

Vessel of the United States means:
(a) Any vessel documented under
Chapter 121 of Title 46, United States

Code;

(b) Any vessel numbered under
Chapter 123 of Title 46, United States
Code, and measuring less than 5 net
tons;

(c) Any vessel numbered under
Chapter 123 of Title 46, United States
Code, and used excluswely for pleasure,
and

(d) Any vessel not equipped with
propulsion machinery of any kind and
used exclusively for pleasure. -

[FR Doc. 87-24140 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary

Resource Conservation and
Development Program; Determination
of Primary Purpose of Program
Payments and Benefits for
Consideration as Excludable from
Income

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of determination.

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Agriculture
has determined that certain payments
and benefits that result under the
Resource Conservation and
Development Program, (Pub. L. 74-46, 16
U.S.C. 590a~f; Pub. L. 87-703, as
amended, 7 U.S.C. 1010 through 1011;
and Pub. L. 97-98, 16 U.S.C. 3451 through
3461), are made primarily for the
purpose of conserving soil, protecting or
restoring the environment, or providing
a habitat for wildlife. This determination
is in accordance with section 126(b} of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as
amended by section 543 of the Revenue
Act of 1978 and the Technical
Corrections Act of 1979. The
determination permits recipients of
these payments and benefits to exclude
them for gross incaome to the extent
allowed by the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Director, Basin and Area Planning
Division, Soil Conservation Service, P.O.
Box 2890, Washington, DC 20013, (202)
382-8767.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
126 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, as amended by the Revenue Act of
1978 and the Technical Corrections Act
of 1979, 26 U.S.C. 126, provides that
certain payments made to individuals
under Federal programs may be
excluded form the recipient's gross
income for Federal income tax purposes
if the Secretary of Agriculture

determines that payments are made
“primarily for the purpose of soil and
water conservation, protecting or
restoring the environment, improving
forests, or providing a habitat for
wildlife.” The Secretary of Agriculture -
evaluates the conservation program on
the basis of criteria set forth in 7 CFR
Part 14, and makes a * primary purpose”
determination for the payments made
under each program. Before there may
be an exclusion, the Secretary of the
Treasury must determine that the
payments made to a person under these
programs do not substantially increase
the annual income derived from the
property benefited by the payments.

The Resource Conservation and
Development Program is authorized by
Pub. L. 7446, 16 U.S.C. 590a~f; Pub. L.
87-703, as amended, 7 U.S.C. 1010-1011;
and Pub. L. 97-98, 16 U.S.C. 3451-3461. It
is funded through annual appropriations
to the Soil Conservation Service of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture. It is the
purpose of the Resource Conservation
and Development Program to:

1. Accelerate the conservation,
development, and utilization of natural
resources to improve the general level of
economic activity.

2. Enhance the environment and
standard of living in authorized RC&D
areas,

In accordance with section 126(a)(9)
the Secretary of the Treasury has
determined that the Resource
Conservation and Development Program
authorized by Pub. L. 7446, 16 U.S.C.
590a-f; Pub. L. 87-703, as amended, 7
U.S.C. 1010 through 1011; and Pub. L. 97~
98, 16 U.S.C. 3451 through 3461, is a
program under which payments may be
considered for exclusion eligibility (26
CFR Part 16A; 46 FR 27636, May 21,
1981). The Resource Conservation and
Development Program provides
technical and financial assistance to
landowners, occupiers and operators for
installing works of improvement for
critical area treatment, flood prevention,
public water-based fish and wildlife,
public water-based recreation, farm
irrigation, land drainage, and water
quality improvement. Financial
assistance is provided through locally
managed RC&D councils and
agreements with landowners, occupiers
and operators individually or
collectively. The agreements are based
on measure plans developed with and
approved by the RC&D council. The

agreement provides for installing the
complete plan within a period not to
exceed 10 years. The plan typically
provides for implementation of those
practices needed to develop, manage,
and conserve the natural resources of
lands covered by the agreement.

Procedural Matters

The Department of Agriculture has
classified this determination as “not
major” in accordance with Executive
Order 12291 and Secretary’s
Memorandum No. 1512-1. The Secretary
has determined that these program
provisions will not result in an annual
effect on the economy of $100 million or
more; will not cause a major increase in
cost to consumers, individuals,
industries, government agencies, or
geographic regions; and will not cause
significant adverse effects on

. competition, employment, investment,

productivity, innovation, or the ability of
United States-based enterprises to
compete with foreign-based enterprises
in domestic or export markets.

A “Resource Conservation and
Development Program Determination for
Federal Tax Purposes” record of
decision has been prepared and is
available upon request from the
Director, Basin and Area Planning
Division, Soil Conservation Service,
United States Department of
Agriculture, P.O. Box 2890, Washington,
DC 20013.

Determination

As required by section 126(b) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as
amended, I have examined the
authorizing legislation, regulations, and
operating procedures of the Resource
Conservation and Development
Program:. In accordance with the criteria
set out in 7 CFR Part 14, the review
determined that payments made and
benefits provided under this program
are for development, management, and
conservation of natural resources.

Therefore, the Secretary of
Agriculture hereby gives notice that in
accordance with the criteria set outin 7
CFR Part 14, all payments to
landowners, operators, and occupiers
made under the Resource Conservation
and Development Program are
determined to be primarily for the
purpose of conserving soil and water or
protecting or restoring the environment,
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Subject to further determination by
the Secretary of the Treasury, this
determination permits payment
recipients to excluse from gross income,
for federal income tax purposes,

- payments made and benefits resulting
from the Resource Conservation and
Development Program.

Signed at Washington, DC, on October 8,

1987. ‘

Richard E, Lyng,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 87-24116 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M

Commodity Credit COrpofation

Proposed Determinations With Regard
to the 1988 Rice Program

AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation.
USDA.

ACTION: Proposed determinations.

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Agricultﬁre
proposes to make the following

determinations with respect to the 1988 '

crop of rice: (a) The loan and purchase .
level; (b) loan rate adjustments; (c}
whether the Secretary should require
producers to purchase marketing
certificates as a condition of permitting
loan repayment at a reduced level; (d)
whether the Secretary should make loan
deficiency payments available to
producers; (e} the level of established
(target) price; (f) whether an acreage
limitation program (ALP) should be
implemented and, if so, the percentage
reduction under such ALP; (g) whether
an optional land diversion program '
should be established and, if so, the
percentage of diversion under the
program; (h) the national program
acreage (NPA); (i) whether a voluntary
reduction percentage should be
proclaimed and, if so, the level of such’
percentage; {j) whether a portion of the
def1c1ency or diversion payments should
be made in the form of commodity
“certificates or other in-kind .
compensation; (k) the provisions of a
marketing certificate program; (1)
whether an inventory reduction program
should be implemented; and (m) other
related determinations. These
determinations are to be made in
accordance with the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended (hereinafter referred
to as the 1949 Act”), the Food Security
Act of 1985, as amended, and the
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter
Act, as amended.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Comments must be
received on or before November 18; 1987
in order to be assured of consideration.
ADDRESS: Orval Kerchner, Acting '
Director, Commodity Analysis Division,
USDA-ASCS, Room 3741, South

Building, P.O. Box 2415, Washington, DC
20013.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gene Rosera, Agricultural Economist,
Commodity Analysis Division, USDA-
ASCS, P.O. Box 2415, Washington, DC
20013 or call (202) 447-5954. The
Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis
describing the options considered in
developing these proposed
determinations and the impacts of
implementing each option is being
prepared and will be available soon.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice has been reviewed under USDA
procedures established in accordance
with Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation No. 1512-1 and

.has been designated as “major"”. It has

been determined that these program

provisions will result in an annual effect

on the economy of $100 million or more.
The title and number of the Federal

. assistance programs to which this notice

applies are: Title-Rice Production
Stabilization: Number 10.065 and Title-
Commodity Loans and Purchases:

Number 10.051, as found in the Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance.

It has been determined that the
Regulatory Flexibility Act is not
applicable to this notice since CCC is
not required by 5 U.S.C. 553 or any other
provision of the law to publish a notice
of proposed rulemaking with respect to
the subject of this notice.

This program is not subject to the
provisions of Executive Order 12372
which requires intergovernmental
consultation with State and local
officials. See the Notice related to 7 CFR
Part 3015, Subpart V, published at 48 FR
29115 (June 24, 1983).

On April 28, 1987 (52 FR 15362) a
notice of proposed determinations was
published which set forth provisions
common to the 1988 wheat, feed grain,
upland cotton, and rice price support
and production adjustment programs.
Any comments that were received with
respect to such notice which are
applicable to the 1988 crop of rice and
any comments received with respect to
this notice of proposed determinations
will be reviewed in determining the
provisions of the 1988 Rice Program.

Accordingly, the following program
determinations with respect to the 1988
crop of rice are to be made by the
Secretary.

Proposed Determinations

a. Loan and Purchase Level

Section 101A(a) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary shall make
loans and purchases available to
producers for the 1988 crop of rice at a

- level that is not less than the higher of:

(1) 85 percent of the simple average
price received by producers, as
determined by the Secretary, during the
marketing years for the immediately
preceding 5 crops of rice, excluding the
year in which the average price was the
highest and the year in which the
average price was the lowest; or (2)
$6.50 per hundredweight. Under that
subsection the loan level for a crop of
rice may not be reduced by more than 5
percent from the loan level determined
for the preceding crop. Further, section
101A(a) requires that the Secretary
determine and announce the loan and
purchase level for the 1988 crop of rice
not later than January 31 of 1988. A loan
shall have a term of not more than 9
months beginning after the month in
which the apphcatlon for the loan is
made.

Comments are requested as to the
leve! of the loan and purchase rate for
the 1988 crop of rice.

b. Loan Rate Adjustments

Section 403 of the 1949 Act provides
that appropriate adjustments may be
made in the level of the support price for
rice for differences in grade, type,
quality, location, and other factors.
Section 403 further provides that such
adjustments shall, insofar as
practicable, be made in such manner
that the average support price will, on
the basis of the anticipated incidence of
such factors, equal the statutory support
level.

Consideration is being given to: (1)
Adjusting the grade discounts applied to
the loan repayment level in order to
reflect the relationship of the loan
repayment level to the loan level; (2)
establishing farm-stored class loan rates
on the basis of individual State milling
outturns rather than national average

- milling outturns; and (3) establishing the

loan rate differential and class milled
rice rates (value factors) after
publication and taking into
consideration the estimated 1988 crop
plantings.

Comments, along with supporting
data, are requested as to: (1) The loan
and purchase rate for different classes
of whole kernels; (2} the loan and
purchase rate for broken kernels; (3)
appropriate state or national average
milling outturns for use in determining
class loan rates; (4) appropriate grade
discounts; and {5) adjusting grade
discounts applied to the loan repayment
level and the loan level.

c¢. Marketing Loan Certificates

Section 101A(a)(5)(A) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary shall permit
a producer to repay a loan at a level that
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is the lesser of: (1) The loan level
determined for such crop or (2) the
higher of the loan level multiplied by 60
percent of the prevailing world
marketing price for rice, as determined
by the Secretary. Further this section
provides that as a condition of
permitting a producer to repay a loan,
the Secretary may require a producer to
purchase marketing certificates equal in
value to an amount that does not exceed
one-half the difference, as determined
by the Secretary, between the amount of
the loan obtained by the producer and
the amount of the loan repayment. Such
certificates shall be negotiable and shall
be redeemable for rice owned by the
Commodity Credit Corporation (“CCC"})
valued at the revailing market price, as
determined by the Secretary. If CCC-
owned rice is not available in the State
in which the rice pledged as collateral
for the loan was produced or at such
other location outside of such State as
may be approved by the owner of such
certificate, such certificate shall be
redeemable for cash. If any such
certificate is not presented for marketing
within a reasonable number of days
after issuance, as determined by the
Secretary, reasonable costs of storage
and other carrying charges shall be
deducted from the value of the
certificate.

Comments are requested on whether
the Secretary should require producers
to purchase certificates and, if so, for
what percentage of the difference in
value between the loan level and the
loan repayment rate. Comments are also
requested with respect to the amount of
time CCC should allow such certificates
to be held before they are discounted.

d. Loan Deficiency Payments

Section 101A{b)(1) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary may make
payments available to producers who,
although eligible to obtain a loan or
purchase agreement, agree to forgo
obtaining such loan or agreement in
return for such payments.

Such payments shall be computed by
multiplying: (1) The loan payment rate
by (2) the quantity of rice the producer is
eligible to place under loan. The
quantity of rice eligible to be placed
under loan may not exceed the product
obtained by multiplying the individual
farm program acreage for the crop by
the farm program payment yield
established for the farm. The loan
payment rate is the amount by which
the loan level determined for such crop
exceeds the level at which a loan may
be repaid. Section 101A(b) further
provides that the Secretary shall make
up to one half the amount of such
payments available in the form of

negotiable marketing certificates
redeemable for CCC-owned rice.

Comments are requested with respect
to whether loan deficiency payments
should be made available and, if so, -
what portion should be made in the form
of certificates.

e. Established (Target) Price

Section 101A(c)(1)(A) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary shall make
payments available to producers for the
1988 crop of rice in an amount computed
by multiplying (1) the payment rate, by
(2) the individual farm program acreage,
by (3) the farm program payment yield.

Section 101A{c})(1)(C) provides that
the payment rate for the 1988 crop of
rice shall be the amount by which the
established (target} price for the crop
exceeds the hlgher of: (1) The national
average market price received by
producers during the first five months of
the marketing year for such crop or (2)
the loan level for such crop. Section
101A(c)(1)(D) of the 1949 Act provides
that the established (target) price for
rice shall be not less than $11.30 per
hundredweight for the 1988 crop.

Comments are requested as to the
level of the established price for 1988-
crop rice, and whether the Secretary
should make a portion of the 1988 rice
crop deficiency payment in the form of
commodity certificates.

f. Average Limitation Program

Section 101A(f)(1)(A) of the 1949 Act
provides that if the Secretary determines
that the total supply of rice, in the
absence of an acreage limitation
program (ALP), will be excessive taking
into account the need for an adequate
carryover to maintain reasonable and
stable supplies and prices and to meet a
national emergency, the Secretary may
implement an ALP. The section provides
that in making such a determination the
Secretary shall take into consideration
the number of acres placed in the
conservation acreage reserve
established under section 1231 of the
Food Security Act of 1985. If the
Secretary elects to implement an ALP
for 1988, the Secretary shall announce
any such program not later than ]anuary
31 of 1988,

The Secretary shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, carry out an ALP for
a crop of rice in a manner that will
result in a carryover of 30 million
hundredweight of rice. If an ALP is
announced for a crop of rice such
reduction in production shall be
achieved by applying a uniform |
percentage reduction (not to exceed 35.
percent) to the rice crop acreage base
for the crop for each rice-producing
farm. Except as provided under the

Inventory Reduction Program, producers
who knowingly produce rice in excess of
the permitted rice acreage for the farm,
shall be ineligible for rice loans,
purchases, and payments with respect to
that farm.

The 1987-crop ALP is 35 percent.
Comments are requested with respect to
the need for an ALP, the appropriate. ’
level of reduction under an ALP, and
other provisions of such program.

g Land Diversion Program (LDP)

Section 101A(f)(4)(A) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary may make
land diversion payments to producers of
rice, whether or not an ALP is in effect,
if the Secretary determines that such
land diversion payments are necessary
to assist in adjusting the total national
acreage of rice to desirable goals. Such
land diversion payments shall be made
available to producers who, to the
extent prescribed by the Secretary,
devote to approved conservation uses
an acreage of cropland on the farm in
accordance with land diversion
contracts entered into by the Secretary
with such producers.

The amounts payable to producers
under land diversion contracts may be
determined through the submission of
bids for such contracts by producers in
such manner as the Secretary may
prescribe or through such other means
as the Secretary determines appropriate.
In determining the acceptability of
contract offers, the Secretary shall take
into consideration the extent of the
diversion to be undertaken by the
producers and the productivity of the
acreage diverted. The Secretary shall
limit the total acreage to be diverted
under agreements in any county or local
community 80 as not to affect adversely
the economy of the county or local
community.

Any acreage reduction under an LDP
would be at a producer’s option. If such
a program were implemented, the
Secretary proposes to make payments in
the form of cash or commodity
certificates.

Comments are requested with respect
to the need for an optional paid LDP,
appropriate payment rates, and the
other provisions of such program.

h. National Program Acreage (NPA)

Section 101A(d) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary shall
proclaim a National Acreage (NPA) for -
the 1988 crop of rice not later than
January 31, 1988. The NPA shall be the
number of harvested acres the Secretary’
determines (on the basis of the weighted
national average of the farm program
payment yields for the crop for which
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the determination is made) will produce
the quantity (less imports) that the
Secretary estimates will be utilized
domestically and for export during the
marketing year 1988/89. If the Secretary
determines that carryover stocks of rice
are excessive or that an increase in
stocks is needed to assure desirable
carryover, the Secretary may adjust the
NPA by the amount the Secretary
determines will accomplish the desired
increase or decrease in carryover
stocks. The Secretary may later revise
the NPA if the Secretary determines it to
be necessary based upon the latest
information. If an acreage limitation
program is implemented for the 1988
crop of rice, the NPA shall not be
applicable to such crop. If required, the
likely NPA for the 1988 crop of rice
would be:

1. Estimated Domestic Use, 1988/ 78.2 million
89, cwi,

2. Plus Estimated Exports, 1888/89... 85.0 million

3. Minue Imports......ccemmmsrices

cwt,

... 4.0 million
cwt,

50.51 cwt.]
acre,

4. Plus Stock Adjustment....

5. Divided by National Weighted
Average Farm Program Payment
Yield.

6. Equals 1988-crop NPA.........ccooe..... 3.26 million

acres.

Comments on the NPA and the
appropriate carryover level for the 1988
crop of rice, along with supporting data,
are requested.

i. Whether a Voluntary Reduction
Percentage Should Be Proclaimed and,
if so, the Level of Such Voluntary
Reduction Percentage

Section 101A(d)(3)(B) of the 1949 Act
provides that the 1988 individual farm
program acreage of rice may not be
further reduced by application of an
allocation factor {not less than 80
percent nor more than 100 percent} if the
producer voluntarily reduces the
acreage of rice planted for harvest on
the farm from the 1988-crop rice acreage
base established for the farm by at least
the percentage recommended by the
Secretary in the proclamation of the
NPA for the 1988 crop.

If an acreage limitation program is
implemented for the 1988 crop of rice,
the voluntary reduction percentage shall
not be applicable to such crop. If
required, the likely national
recommended voluntary reduction
percentage for the 1988 crop of rice
would be:

1. 1888 Established Rice Acreage 4.24 million
Base. acres.

2. Minus 1988 Preliminary NPA ........ 3.26 million
acres.

3. Equals Acreage Reduction 98 million
Needed from Acreage Base. acres.

4. Divided by 1988 Rice Acreage 4.24 million
Base. acres.

5. Equals 1988-Crop Recommend- 23.1 percent.
ed Reduction Percentage.

Comments from interested persons
with respect to the voluntary reduction
percentage, if any, are requested.

J. Commodity Certificates

Section 107E of the 1948 Act provides
that, in making in-kind payments under
any rice program, other than those
programs which provide for payments in
the form of negotiable marketing
certificates, the Secretary may: (1)
Acquire and use commodities that have
been pledged to CCC as security for
price support loans, including loans
made to producers under the farmer-
owned reserve program and (2) use
other commodities owned by CCC.

The Secretary may make such in-kind
payments: (1) By delivery of the
commodity to the producer at a
warehouse or other similar facility, as
determined by the Secretary; (2) by the
transfer of negotiable warehouse
receipts; (3} by the issuance of
certificates which CCC shall redeem for
a commodity; and (4) by such other
methods as the Secretary determines
appropriate to enable the producer to
receive payments in an efficient,
equitable, and expeditious manner so as
to ensure that the producer receives the
same total return as if the payments had
been made in cash.

Accordingly, comments are requested
with respect to the use of commodity
certificates in making payments under
the 1988 rice program.

k. Marketing Certificates

Section 603 of the Food Security Act
of 1985 provides that whenever, during
the period beginning August 1, 1986, and
ending July 31, 1991, the world price for
a class of rice (adjusted to United States
qualities and location), as determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture, is below
the current loan repayment rate for that
class of rice, to make United States rice
competitive in world markets and to
maintain and expand exports of rice
produced in the United States, under
such regulations as the Secretary may
prescribe, CCC shall make payments to
persons who have entered into an
agreement with CCC to participate in
the program established by this section.
Such payments shall be made in the
form of negotiable marketing
certificates. Such certificates shall be in
such monetary amounts and subject to
such terms and conditions as the

Secretary determines will make rice
produced in the United States available
at competitive prices.

The value of each certificate shall be
based on the difference between the
loan repayment rate for the class of rice
and the prevailing world market price
for the class of rice, as determined by
the Secretary.

Comments are requested with respect
to the provisions of the marketing
certificate program for rice.

L Inventory Reduction Program (IRP)

Section 101A(g) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary may make
payments available to producers who:
(1) Agree to forgo obtaining a loan or
purchase agreement; (2} agree to forgo
receiving deficiency payments; and (3)
do not plant rice for harvest in excess of
the crop acreage base reduced by one-
half of any acreage required to be
diverted from production under the
announced acreage limitation program.
Such payments shall be made in the
form of rice owned by CCC and shall be
subject to the availability of such rice.
Payments under this program shall be
determined in the same manner as loan
.deficiency payments.

Comments are requested on whether
the IRP should be implemented for the
1988 crop of rice.

m. Other Related Provisions

A number of other determinations
such as commodity eligibility and other
provisions must be made in order to
carry out the rice loan and purchase
programs.

Consideration will be given to any
data, views and recommendations that
may be received relating to these issues.

Authority: Secs. 101A and 107E of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 99 Stat.
1419, as amended, 1448 (7 U.S.C. 14411 and
1445e); sec. 603 of the Food Security Act of
1985, 99 Stat. 1429 (7 U.S.C. 1441-1a).

Signed at Washington, DC, on October 14,
1987.

Milton Hertz,

Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit
Corporation.

[FR Doc. 87-24143 Filed 10-14-87; 4:06 pm]
BILLING CODE 3410-05-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Agency Forms Under Review by the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB)

DOC has submitted to OMB for
clearance the following proposals for
collection of information under the
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provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

Agency: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration

Title: Western Pacific Spiny Lobster Log

Form Number: Agency—N/A; OMB—
0648-0016

Type of Request: Revision of a currently
approved collection

Burden: 12 respondents; 102 reporting
hours

Needs and Uses: Lobster fishermen in
designated areas of the Western
Pacific will be required to submit
logbooks and other catch/sales
information. The data will be used by
the National Marine Fisheries Service
for the management of the fishery

Affected Public: Businesses or other for-
profit institutions; small businesses or
organizations

Frequency: On occasion

Respondent’s Obligation: Mandatory

OMB Desk Officer: John Griffen, 395-
7340

Agency: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration

Title: Federal Fisheries Permit
Amendment O

Form Number: Agency—N/A; OMB—
0648-0097

Type of Request: Revision of a currently
approved collection

Burden: 33 respondents; 4 burden hours

Needs and Uses: Fishermen of lobsters
in designated areas of the Western
Pacific will be required to apply for a
permit. The information will be used
to enumerate participants and acquire
other data for management use.

Affected Public: Businesses or other for-
profit institutions; small businesses or
organizations

Frequency: Annually

Respondent’s Obligation: Mandatory

OMB Desk Officer: John Griffen, 395-
7340

Copies of the above information
collection proposals can be obtained by
calling or writing DOC Clearance
Officer, Edward Michals, (202) 377-3271,
Department of Commerce, Room 6622,
14th and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230.

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collections should be sent to
John Griffen, OMB Desk Officer, Room
3228, New Executive Officer Building,
Washington, DC 20503.

Dated: October 13, 1987,

Edward Michals,

Departmental Clearance Officer. Office of
Management and Organization.

[FR Doc. 87-24145 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 3510-CW-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Navy

Navy Resale Advisory Commiitee;
Partially Closed Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C. app.}, notice is hereby given that
the Navy Resale System Advisory
Committee will meet on November 14,
1987, in the White and Gold Suite, The
Plaza Hotel, 5th Avenue at 59 Street,
New York, New York 23510, The
meeting will consist of two sessions:
The first from 8:00 a.m. to 8:50 a.m.; and
the second from 9:00 a.m. until 4:30 p.m.
The purpose of the meeting is to
examine policies, operations, and
organization of the Navy Resale System
and to submit recommendations to the
Secretary of the Navy. The agenda will
include discussions of the organization
of the Resale System, planning, financial
management, merchandising, field
support, and industrial relations.

The Secretary of the Navy has
determined in writing that the public
interest requires that the second session
of the meeting be closed to the public
because it will involve discussions of
information pertaining solely to trade
secrets and confidential commercial or
financial information. These matters fall
within the exemptions listed in
subsections 552b (c)(2)(4), and (9}(B) of
WR 18 April 86 Title 5, United States
Code. Therefore, the second session will
be closed to the public.

For Further Information Contact:
Commander W.T. Kaloupek, SC, USN,
Naval Supply Systems Command,
NAVSUP 09B, Room 608, Crystal Mall,
Building No. 3, Arlington, Virginia 22202,
Telephone Number: (202) 695-5457.

Date: October 14, 1987,

Jane M. Virga,

Lieutenant, JAGC, USNR, Federal Register
Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 87-24150 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M

Naval Research Advisory Committee;
Closed Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C. App.), notice is hereby given that
the Naval Research Advisory
Committee will meet on October 29-30,
1987. The meeting will be held at offices
of Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic
Fleet, Norfolk, Virginia. The meeting will
commence at 8:00 a.m. and terminate at
5:00 p.m. on October 29 and 30, 1987. All
session of the meeting will be closed to
the public.

The purpose of the meeting is to
provide briefing and tours for the
committee members on command and
control systems capabilities. The agenda
will include technical briefings, tours
and discussions addressing C2 and
interoperability issues. These briefings,
tours and discussions will contain
classified information that is specifically
authorized under criteria established by
Executive Order to be kept secret in the
interest of national defense and is in
fact properly classified pursuant to such
Executive Order. The classified and
nonclassified matters to be discussed
are 8o inextricably interwinded as to
preciude opening any portion of the
meeting. Accordingly, the Secretary of
the Navy has determined in writing that
the public interest requires that all
sessions of the meeting be closed to the
public because they will be concerned
with matters listed in section 552b{c})(1)
of Title 5, United States Code.

For Further Information Contact:
Commander L.W. Snyder, U.S. Navy,
Office of Naval Research, 800 North
Quincy Street, Arlington, VA 22217~
5000, Telephone Number: (202) 696-4870.

Date: October 13, 1987.
Jane Virga,

Lieutenant, JAGC, U.S. Navy Reserve, Federal
Register Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 87-24151 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
{CFDA No. 84.067]

Applications for New Awards Under
Part B, Indian Education Act of 1972,
as Amended, Indian Fellowship
Program, for Fiscal Year 1988

Purpose: Enables Indian students to
pursue courses of study leading to: (a)
Postbaccalaureate degrees in medicine,
psychology, law, education, clinical
psychology, and related fields, or (b)
undergraduate or graduate degrees in
business administration, engineering,
natural resources, and related fields.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: February 8, 1988.

Applications Available: December 8,
1987.

Available Funds: The President's
budget request for this program for
Fiscal Year 1988 is $1,461,000 which
would provide approximately $500,000
for new awards. The remaining funds
would be used for continuation awards.
The Congress has not yet passed the
Fiscal Year 1988 appropriation for this
program. The estimates below assume
passage of the President’s request.
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Estimated Range of Awards: $600~-
$24,000.

Estimated Average Size of Awards:
$8,064.

Estimated Number of Awards: 62.

Project Periad: 12-48 months. It is
anticipated that approximately 70
percent of the awards will be approved
for up to 48 months.

Program Information: The Secretary is
not establishing any priorities among the
allowable fields of study in 34 CFR 263.4
of the final regulations. However,
section 4133(b)(2}(B) of the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act of 1986
(Title IV, Subtitle B of Pub. L. 99-570)
amended section 423 of the Indian
Education Act to provide that “[n]ot
more than 10 percent of the fellowships
[under the Indian Fellowship Program]
shall be awarded on a priority basis, to
persons receiving training in guidance
counseling with a specialty in the area
of alcohol and substance abuse
counseling and education.” It is
important that applicants who intend to
receive training in the priority area
indicate in their applications not only
the allowable field of study, such as
education or psychology, in which they
are seeking a degree, but also that they
are “receiving training in guidance
counseling with a specialty in the area
of alcohol and substance abuse
counseling and education.” The
estimated maximum stipend allowed
will be $750.00 per month. An estimated
maximum allowance of $110.00 per
month will be allowed for each
dependent.

Applicable Regulations: The Indian
Fellowship Program Regulations, 34 CFR
Part 263.

For Applications or Information
Contact: Dorothea Perkins, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland
Avenue SW., Room 2177, Washington,
DC 20202. Telephone (202) 732-1909.

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 3385b.
Dated: October 13, 1987.

Beryl Dorsett,

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary education.

[FR Doc. 87-24076 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M '

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the
schedule of a forthcoming meeting of the
National Advisory Board on
International Education Programs.
Notice of this meeting is required under
section 10(a)(2) of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. This document is also
intended to notify the general public of
their opportunity to attend.

DATE: November 6, 1987.

ADDRESS: U.S. Department of Education,
The Horace Mann Learning Center, (The
Stewart Room), 400 Maryland Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20202.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Harry M. Gardner, Executive Director,
NABIEP, Postsecondary Relations Staff,
7th & D Streets SW., Room 4907,
Washington, DC 20202, Telephone: 202~
732-1862,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
National Advisory Board on
International Education Programs is
established under section 621 of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Education Amendments
of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-498; 20 U.S.C. 1131).
Its mandate is to advise the Secretary of
Education on the conduct of programs
under this title.

This meeting of the National Advisory
Board on International Education
Programs is open to the public.

The agenda includes oath of office
ceremonies for new and reappointed
members; continuing discussion of the
Federal role regarding international
education; update on grants and the
Center for International Education
Programs and general Board business
for Fiscal Year 1988.

Records are kept on the Board
proceedings and are available for public
inspection at the Office of
Postsecondary Relations staff, from 8
a.m. to 4 p.m., ROB-3, 7th & D Streets,
SW.. Room 3915, Washington, DC

Signed in Washington, DC, on October 14,
1987,

C. Ronald Kimberling,

Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary
Education.

[FR Doc. 87-24137 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

National Advisory Board on
International Education Program;
Meeting

AGENCY: National Advisory Board on
International Education Programs.
Education.

ACTION: Notice of meeting.

| ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AGENCY
|FRL-3278-6]

Construction Grant Eligibility of
Income Generating Facllities

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Assistant Admiinistrator
for Water has established Agency policy
on the construction grant eligibility of
income generating facilities under the
construction grants program. This
statement of policy is needed to clarify
any ambiguities that exist in the current
program fundirg policy regarding the
eligibility of income generating facilities.
The policy defines the limits of grant
participation in income generating
facilities in which a municipality has a
financial interest.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Walter Brodtman, Municipal
Construction Division (WH-547),
Fnvironmental Protection Agency,
Washington, DC 20460, (202) {(382-5843).

EFFECTIVE DATE: This policy is effective
October 5, 1987.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of this notice is to communicate
an Agency policy regarding the
eligibility of income generating facilities
for funding under the municipal
treatment works construction grants
program.

In the context of recent discussions, it
has come to our attention that there is
some ambiguity in current program
funding policy regarding the eligibility of
those portions of wastewater treatment
facilities that will create a source of
income generation for the grantee's
municipality.

Therefore, after the effective date of
this policy, the eligibility of income
generating facilities for new
construction grant project awards
should be determined in accordance
with the following criteria:

Section 201(d) of the Clean Water Act
encourages wastewater treatment
management which provides for the
recycling of pollutants through the
production of agriculture, silviculture or
aquaculture; and for the construction of
revenue producing facilities. In
conformance with this stated intent of
Congress, EPA has vigorously promoted
wastewater land treatment and sludge
utilization processes under its
construction grants program. These
processes, which have the potential for
generating project income to offset the
operation and maintenance (O&M) costs
of a grantee, must be intensively
reviewed by EPA to ensure
unreasonable increases in constructlon
ccsts are not allowed.

The criteria that follow apply
specifically to stabilized and processed
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sludges which are to be managed for
income generation, and to crops which
are grown for sale as an integral part of
the wastewater land treatment or sludge
utilization process. However, the .
principles illustrated by the sludge and
crop examples should be relied upon in
grant allowability decisions involving all
projects that include income generation.

Facilities built for processing crops
grown on land to which sludge or
wastewater has been applied may be an
allowable cost if the municipality has a
financial interest in the crop and if those
facilities are necessary and reasonable
to cost-effectively prepare the crop for
prompt delivery to its market. Crop
processing facilities could involve grain
drying or fermenting. Facilities and
equipment for transporting the crop to
market or storing the crop to await more
favorable market prices are
unallowable.

Facilities built for processing sludge
into marketable products such as
compost or heat-dried pellets may be
allowable if the municipality has a
financial interest in the product and if
those facilities are necessary and
reasonable to cost-effectively prepare
the product for prompt delivery to its
market. Processing facilities could -
include the composting facility plus
holding capacity for final stabilization of
the compost product. Processing could
also include the drying and pelletizing
operation when this approach has been
selected to stabilize the sludge.
Facilities to store the marketable
products to get more favorable prices; to
transport the product for sale to a
market; or to optimize marketing of the
stabilized sludge, such as bagging
operations, are not allowable.

Funding decisions made on
construction grant projects awarded
before the issuance of this policy are not
affected. Those funding decisions will
continue to be assessed based on
program policy in effect at the time of
the decision.

Dated: October 5, 1987.
Lawrence Jensen,
Assistant Administrator for Water.
[FR Doc. 87-24125 Filed 10-16-87: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

[FRL-3279-1])

National Drinking Water Advisory
Council; Open Meeting

Under section (10)(a)(2) of Pub. L. 92—
423, “The Federal Advisory Committee
Act,” notice is hereby given that a

meeting of the National Drinking Water .

Advisory Council established under the
Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended.

will be held at 9:00 a.m. on November 5,
1987 and 8:30 a.m. on November 6, 1987,
in the Boardroom, The St. James, 950
24th Street, NW., Washington, DC..
Council Subcommittee will be meeting
at the U.S. EPA Headquarters, 401 M
Street, SW., November 2 and 3, 1987,

The main purpose of the meeting will
be to consult the Council on the
implementation of the Safe Drinking
Water Act Amendments. There will be a
panel discussion on Class V Wells and
presentations on the impact of the Safe
Drinking Water Act on the water
industry. Mr. Michael Cook, Director,
Office of Drinking Water and Ms. .
Marian Mlay, Director, Office of Ground
Water Protection will update the
Council on program activities. A report
on the National Pesticide Survey will be
given in addition to Reports by the
following Council Subcommittees:
Health, Science and Standards; Ground
Water; Underground Injection Control;
Public Water Systems/State Programs;
and Legislation/Public Outreach.

This meeting will be open to the
public. The Council encourages the
hearing of outside statements and has
scheduled one hour on November 5 from
5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. for public
participation. Oral statements will be
limited to ten minutes. It is preferred
that there be one presenter for each
statement. Any outside parties
interested in presenting an oral
statement should petition the Council by

‘telephone (202) 382-2285. The petition

should include the topic of the proposed
statement, the petitioner’s telephone
number and should be received by the
Council before October 29, 1987.

Any person who wishes to file a
written statement can do so before or
after a Council meeting. Accepted
written statements will be recognized at
the Council meeting and will be part of

the permanent meeting record.

Any member of the public wishing to
attend the Council meeting, present an
oral statement, or submit a written
statement, should contact Charlene E.
Shaw, Executive Secretary, National
Drinking Water Advisory Council,
Office of Drinking Water, U.S.

. Environmental Protection Agency. 401 M

Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460.
The telephone number is: (202) 382~
2285, :
Dated: October 9. 1987.
Rebecca W. Hanmer,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Water.
[FR Doc. 87-24126 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am)

" BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget for Review

October 6, 1987.

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the following
information collection requirements to
OMB for review and clearance under
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 {44
U.S.C. 3507).

Copies of these submissions may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, {202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street

"NW., Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037,

For further information on these

submissions contact Terry Johnson,

Federal Communications Commission,

{(202) 632-7513: Persons wishing to

comment on these information

collections should contact J. Timothy

Sprehe, Office of Management and

Budget, Room 3235 NEOB, Washington,

DC 20503, {202) 395—4814.

OMB Number: 3060-0208

Title: Section 73.1870, Chief operators

Action: Extension

Respondents: Business (including small
businesses)

Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping
requirement

Estimated Annual Burden: 11,892
Recordkeepers; 311,166 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 73.1870
requires that the licensee of an AM,
FM, or TV broadcast station designate
a chief operator of the station. It also
requires that this designation must be
in writing and posted at the
transmitter site. The chief operator
reviews the station records at least
once a week to determine if required
entries are being made correctly and
verifies that the station has been
operated in accordance with FCC
rules and regulations. Agreements
with chief operators serving on a
contract basis must be in writing with
a copy kept in the station files. The
review of the station records is used
by the chief operator, and FCC staff in
investigations, to assure that the
station is operating in accordance
with its station authorization and the
FCC rules and regulations.

OMB Number: 3060-0188

Title: Section 73.3550, Requests for new
or modified call sign assignments

Action: Extension

Respondents: Businesses and small
businesses (including non-profit
institutions)

Frequency of Response: On occasion
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Estimated Annual Burden: 1,090
Responses; 727 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 73.3550
requires that a licensee, permittee,
assignee or transferee file a letter with
the Commission when requesting a
new or modified call sign. The data is
used by FCC staff to ensure that the
call sign-requested is not already in
use by another station and that the
proper “K” or “W" designation is used
in accordance with the station
location (east or west of the
Mississippi River).

OMB Number: 3060-0183

Title: Section 73.1840, Retention of logs

Action: Extension » .

Respondents: Businesses (including
small businesses)

Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping
requirement

Estimated Annual Burden: 11,892
Recordkeepers; 309,192 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 73.1840
requires that any log required to be
kept by station licensees shall be
retained for a period of two years,
unless otherwise instructed by the
FCC (communications involved in an
investigation by the FCC). The data
kept in the logs are used by FCC staff
in investigations to ensure that the
station is operating in accordance
with the terms and conditions
specified in the station license and
with FCC rules and regulations.

Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico,

Secretary.

|FR Doc. 87-24098 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget for Review

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the following
information collection requirements to
OMSB for review and clearance under
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44
U.S.C. 3507).

Copies of these submissions may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, (202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street
NW, Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037,
For further information on these
submissions contact Terry Johnson,
Federal Communications Commission,
(202) 632-7513. Persons wishing to

-comment on these information
collections should contact J. Timothy
Sprehe, Office of Management and
Budget, Room 3235 NEOB, Washington,
DC 20503, (202) 3954814,

OMB Number: 3060-0263

Title: Section 80.177, Protection of
certain radio receiving locations
Action: Extension
Respondents: Individuals or households,
state or local governments, businesses
{including small businesses) and non-
profit institutions
Frequency of Response: On occasion
Estimated Annual Burden: 300
Responses; 150 Hours
Needs and Uses: Section 80.177 requires
that applicants proposing to locate
near certain radio receiving sites to
notify those parties. This requirement
is needed to preserve the interference-
free reception conditions necessary at
these sensitive sites and to protect
critcal national security. The
information is used by the appropriate
Government agency to determine if
the proposed transmitter would cause
harmful interference to their
respective radio receiving sites.
OMB Number: 3060-0258
Title: Section 90.176, Interservice
sharing of frequencies in the 150-174
and 450-470 MHz bands
Action: Extension
Respondents: Individuals or households,
state or local governments, businesses
(including small businesses) and non-
profit institutions
Frequency of Responses: On occasion
Estimated Annual Burden: 1,050
- Responses; 2,100 Hours
Needs and Uses: Section 90.176
requires applicants proposing operation
on frequencies normally assigned to a
different class of applicant to provide
information to evaluate the interference
potential of the proposed operation to
primary users of the requested
frequency. Private radio frequencies are
arranged in a block allocation format
with each block serving a particular
type of user. Frequencies allocated to
one service, however, may be sparsely
used in a specific geographic area, and
can be used to meet a demand for
frequencies by other radio services in
that same area. The information is used
by the Commission licensing personnel
to make the public interest
determination described above.

OMB Number: 30600219

Title: Section 90.49(b), Communications
standby facilities "‘Special Eligibility
Showing”

Action: Extension

Respondents: Businesses .

Frequency of Response: On occasion

Estimated Annual Burden: 200
Responses; 150 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 90.49(b)
requires that communications
common carriers normally providing
safety-related communication landline
circuits may request licensing on

private radio service frequencies to be
used as standby facilities for carrying
these safety-related communications
when normal (i.e., common carrier)
circuits are inoperative due to
circumstances beyond the control of
the carrier. Applicants are required to
submit information that is used to
ensure that the requested facilities are
necessary for the protection of life or
public property.

Federal Communications Commission.

William J. Tricarico,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 87-24099 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget for Review

October 9, 1987.

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the following
information collection requirements to
OMB for review and clearance under
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 {44
U.S.C. 3507).

Copies of these submissions may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, (202) 857-3600, 2100 M Street
NW.,, Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037,
For further information on these
submissions contact Terry Johnson,
Federal Communications Commission,
(202) 632-7513. Persons wishing to
comment on these information
collections should contact J. Timothy
Sprehe, Office of Management and
Budget, Room 3235 NEOB, Washington,
DC 20503, (202) 395—4814.

OMB Number: 3060-0311

Title: Section 76.54, Significantly viewed
signals; method to be followed for
special showings

Action: Extension

Respondents: Businesses (including
small businesses)

Frequency of Response: On occasion

Estimated Annual Burden: 60

Responses; 120 Hours
Needs and Uses: Section 76.54 requires

that notification be made to television

broadcasting stations, system -
community units, franchisees and
franchise applicants in survey area -
whenever an audience survey is
conducted for significantly viewed
signal purposes. This notification shall
be made at least 30 days prior io the
initial survey period and shall include
the name of the survey organization
and a description of the procedures to
be used. This notification allows



Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 201 / Monday, October 19, 1987 / Notices

38813

interested parties an opportunity to
file objections.

OMB Number: 3060-0225

Title: Section 90.131(b), Amendment or
dismissal of applications

Action: Extension

Respondents: Individuals or households,
state or local governments, businesses
(including small businesses} and non-
profit institutions

Frequency of Response: On occasion

Estimated Annual Burden: 25
Responses; 4 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 90.131(b) -
provides that any application may,
upon written request signed by the
applicant or his attorney, be
dismissed without prejudice as a
matter of right prior to the time the
application is granted or designated
for hearing. The information will alert
the Commission licensing personnel of
the applicant’s desire to discontinue
processing of an application.

OMB Number: 3060-0314

Title: Section 76.209, Fairness doctrine;
personal attacks, political editorials

Action: Extension

Respondents: Businesses (including
small businesses)

Frequency of Response: On occasion

Estimated Annual Burden: 1,204 -
Responses; 3,130 Hours

Needs and Uses: During the presentation
of views on a controversial issue of
public importance, an attack may be
made upon the honesty, character,
integrity, or like personal qualities of
an identified person or group. Section
76.209 requires that cable television
system operators notify, in detail; the -
person or group on which the personal
attack was made or the opponent of
candidate endorsed by cable system
in an editorial. This notification gives
the person or group the right to
respond over the licensee’s facilities.

Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico, ’

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 87~24160 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to Office of
Management and Budget for Review

October 7, 1987.

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the following
information collection requirements to
the Office of Management and Budget
for review and clearance under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.).

Copies of the submissions may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy

contractor, International Transcription

Service, (202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street

NW., Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037,

For further information on these

submissions contact Terry Johnson,

Federal Communications Commission,

(202) 634-1535. Persons wishing to

comment on these information

collections should contact J. Timothy

Sprehe, Office of Management and

Budget, Room 3235, NEOB, Washington,

DC 20503, (202) 395—4814.

OMB Number: 3060-0203

Title: Section 97.90, System network
diagram required

Action: Extension

Respondents: Individuals or households

Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping
requirement

Estimated Annual Burden: 200
Recordkeepers; 20 Hours

Needs and Uses: The Commission
requires an amateur radio station
having one or more units in repeater
or auxiliary operation to retain a
diagram describing the system
network. This requirement is
necessary so that quick resolution of
any harmful interference problems
can be achieved and to ensure that
the station is operating in accordance
with the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended.

OMB Number: 3060-0222

Title: Section 97.88, Operation of a
station by remote control

Action: Extension

Respondents: Individuals or households

Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping
requirement

'Estimated Annual Burden: 500

Recordkeepers; 100 Hours

Needs and Uses: Section 97.88 requires
operators of amateur radio stations to
post a photocopy of the station
license, maintain a list of authorized
control operators, and retain a block
diagram. This requirement is
necessary so that quick resolution of
any harmful interference problems
can be achieved and to ensure that
stations are operating in accordance
with the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended.

OMB Number: None

Title: Section 21.910, Special Procedures
for Discontinuance, Reduction, or
Impairment of Service by Common
Carrier MDS Licensees

Action: New collection

Respondents: Business (including small
businesses) .

Frequency of Response: Whenever
respondent elects to change status

Estimated Annual Burden: 1,330
Responses; 997 Hours

Needs and Uses: Applicants, permittees,

. and licensees for radio stations in the

Multipoint Distribution Service (MDS)
may escape certain regulatory
requirements, such as filing tariffs, by
electing non-common carrier status,
and must inform the Commission of
election or else continue to be
regulated ag common carriers.

Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 87-24161 Filed 10-16-87;8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Public Information Collection
Requirement Submitted to Office of
Management and Budget for Review

October 9, 1987,

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the following
information collection requirement to
the Office of Management and Budget
for review and clearance under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.). ;

Copies of the submission may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, (202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street
NW., Suite 140, Washington, DC 20037.
For further information on this
submission contact Terry Johnson,
Federal Communications Commission,
{202) 634-1535. Persons wishing to
comment on this information collection
should contact J. Timothy Sprehe, Office
of Management and Budget, Room 3235
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, (202) 395~
4814,

OMB Number: None
Title: Automated Reporting and

Management Information System

(ARMIS), Sections 43.21 and 43.22
Action: New collection
Respondents: Businesses (telephone

companies)

Frequency of Response: Quarterly and
annual
Estimated Annual Burden: 600

Responses; 69,000 Hours
Needs and Uses: The Commission is

creating an automated reporting

system to collect financial and

operating data from all Tier 1

telephone companies and those Class

A telephone companies with annual

revenues over $100 million. The

automated reporting system is
necessary to administer the

Commission’s accounting,

" jurisdictional separation, access
charge, and joint cost rules and to
analyze revenue requirements and
rates of return.
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Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico,

Secretary.

(FR Doc. 87-24162 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M -

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
[Notice 1987-13) ‘

Filing Dates for Tennessee Special
Elections

AGENCY: Federal Election Commission.

ACTION: Notice of filing dates for
Tennessee Special Elections.

SUMMARY: Committees required to file
reports in connection with only the
special primary election to be held in the
5th Congressional District of Tennessee
on December 3, 1987, must file a 12-day
preprimary election report by November
21, 1987. Committees required to file
reports in connection with both the
special primary election and the special
general election to be held on December
3, 1987, and January 19, 1988,
respectively, must file a 12-day pre-
primary election report by November 21,
1987, the 12-day pre-general election
report by January 7, 1988, and a 30-day
post-general election report by February
18, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Bobby Werfel, Public Information
Office, 999 E Street, NW,, Washington,
DC 20463. Telephone: (202) 376-3120,
Toll free: (800) 424-9530.

Filing Dates for Special Primary and
Special General Elections, 5th
Congressional District, Tennessee

All principal campaign committees of
candidates in the special primary
election and all other political
committees not filing monthly reports
which support candidates in the special
primary election shall file a 12-day pre-
primary election report due on
November 21, 1987, with coverage dates
from the closing date of the last report
filed through November 13, 1987.

All principal campaign committees of
candidates in the special primary -
election and the special general election
and all other political committees not
filing monthly reports which support
candidates in these elections shall file a
12-day pre-primary election report due
on November 21, 1987, with coverage
dates from the last report filed through
November 13, 1987; a 12-day pre-general
election report due on Jaunary 7, 1988,
with coverage dates from November 14,
1987 through December 30, 1987; and a
30-day post-election report due on

February 18, 1988, with coverage dates

from January 1, 1988, to February 8, 1988.

Committees should file a year-end
report, due on January 31, 1988.
Committees involved with the special
general election have the option of filing
a consolidated pre-general and year-end
report in lieu of two separate reports,
provided the consolidated report is filed
by January 7, 1988.

Dated: October 13, 1987.

Scott E. Thomas,

Chairman, Federal Election Commission.
[FR Doc. 87-24176 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6715-01-M

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Agreement(s) Filed; Associated
Transportation (Australia Ltd.), et al.

The Federal Maritime Commission
hereby gives notice of the filing of the
following agreement(s) pursuant to

. section 5 of the Shipping Act of 1984.

Interested parties may inspect and
obtain a copy of each agreement at the
Washington, DC Office of the Federal

" Maritime Commission, 1100 L Street

NW., Room 10325. Interested parties
may submit comments on each
agreement to the Secretary, Federal
Maritime Commission, Washington, DC
20573, within 10 days after the date of
the Federal Register in which this notice
appears. The requirements for
comments are found in § 572.603 of Title
46 of the Code of Federal Regulations.
Interested persons should consult this
section before communicating with the
Commission-regarding a pending
agreement.
Agreement No.: 203-009735-018.
Title: Steamship Operators Intermodal
Committee.
Parties:
Associated Container Transportation
. (Australia Ltd.)
Barber Blue Sea Line
Companhia de Navegacao Maritima
Netumar
Coordinated Caribbean Transport,
Inc.
Evergreen Marine Corp., Ltd.
Farrell Lines, Inc.
Flota Mercante Grancolombiana
Hamburg-Suedamerikknische-
Dampfschiffahrts-Gesellschaft
Japan Line, Ltd.
Kawasaki Kisen Kaisha, Ltd.
Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., Inc.
A.P. Moller-Maersk Line
Neptune Orient Lines Ltd. -
Nippon Yusen Kaisha, Ltd.
Sea-Land Service, Inc.
South African Marine Corp..
United States Lines, Inc.
Venezuelan Line

Yamashita-Shinnihon Steamship Co.
Ltd.
Yang Ming Line
_ Zim Israel Navigation Co. Ltd.
American President Lines, Ltd.
Mitsui O.S.K. Lines, Ltd.
Seapac Services, Inc.
Showa Line, Ltd.
Trans Freight Lines

Synopsis: The proposed amendment
would admit Atlantic Container Line
(BV) as a party to the agreement. The
parties have requested a shortened
review period.

Agreement No.: 218~011152.

Title: Mitsui 0.S.K. Lines/EAC PNSL
Service Transshipment Agreement.

Parties:

Mitsui O.S.K. Lines, Ltd. (Mitsui)

EAC PNSL Service, Ltd. (EAC PNSL)

Synopsis: The proposed agreement
would permit Mitsui to transship empty
or loaded containers aboard EAC PNSL
vessels in the trade between ports and
points in the United States and Canada,
and Singapore, Malaysia, Hong Kong
and Taiwan with transshipment at Hong
Kong or Kaohsiung, Taiwan or other

.ports in the above Far-East countries.

The parties have requested a shortened
review period.

By Order of the Federal Maritime
Commission.

Dated: October 4, 1987.
Joseph C. Polking,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 87-24164 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Abington Bancorp, Inc., et al.,’
Formations of, Acquisitions by, and
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied for the Board's approval
under section 3 of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and
§ 225.14 of the Board's Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.14) to become a bank holding
company or to acquire a bank or bank

- holding company. The factors that are

considered in-acting on the applications
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act {12
U.S.C. 1842(c)).

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the
Board of Governors. Any comment on
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an application that requests a hearing
must include a statement of why a
written presentation would not suffice in
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically
any questions of fact that are indispute
and summarizing the evidence that
would be presented at a hearing.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received not later than
November 8, 1987.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Boston
(Robert M. Brady, Vice President) 600
Atlantic Avenue, Boston, Massachusetts
02106:

1. Abington Bancorp, Inc., Abington,
Massachusetts; to become a bank
holding company by acquiring 100
percent of the voting shares of Abington
Savings Bank, Abington, Massachusetts,
which engages in Massachusetts
Savings Bank Life Insurance Activities.
Comments on this application must be
received by November 3, 1987.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas
City (Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice President)
925 Grand Avenue, Kansas City,
Missouri 64198:

1. Affiliated Bank Corporation of
Wyoming, Casper, Wyoming; to acquire
100 percent of the voting shares of The
First National Bank of Lovell, Lovell,
Wyoming.

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas {(W.
Arthur Tribble, Vice President) 400
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 75222:

1, Wheeler Bancshares, Inc., Wheeler,
Texas; to become a bank holding
company by acquiring 100 percent of the
voting shares of First National Bank in
Wheeler, Wheeler, Texas.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, QOctober 13, 1987.

James McAfee,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 87-24083 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M

Independent Southern Bancshares,
Inc.; Application To Engage de Novo in
Permissible Nonbanking Activities

The company listed in this notice has
filed an application under § 225.23(a)(1)
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR
225.23(a)(1)) for the Board's approval
under section 4(c)(8) of the Bank
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c)(8)) and section 225.21(a) of
Regulation Y {12 CFR 225.21(a)) to
commence or to engage de novo, either
directly or through a subsidiary, ina
nonbanking activity that is listed in
§ 225.26 of Regulation Y as closely
related to banking and permissible for
bank holding companies. Unless
otherwise noted, such activities will be
conducted throughout the United States.

The application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing on the
question whether consummation of the
proposal can “‘reasonably be expected
to produce benefits to the public, such
as greater convenience, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency, that
outweigh possible adverse effects, such
as undue concentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
conflicts of interests, or unsound
banking practices.” Any request for a
hearing on this question must be
accompanied by a statement of the
reasons a written presentation would
not suffice in lieu of a hearing,
identifying specifically any questions of
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the

-evidence that would be presented at a

hearing, and indicating how the party
commenting would be aggrieved by
approval of the proposal.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding the application mustbe
received at the Reserve Bank indicated
or the offices of the Board of Governors
not later than November 3, 1987.

A.Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis
(Randall C. Sumner, Vice President) 411
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri:63166:

1. Indepeandent Southern Bancshares,
Inc., Brownsville, Tennessee; to:engage
de novo in making and servicingloans
or other extensions of credit for the
account.of other banks pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(1); and providing
management consulting advice to
nonaffiliated bank and nonbank
depository institutions pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(11) of the Board’s
Regulation Y.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, October 13, 1987,

James McAfee,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 87-24064 Filed 10-16-87;:8:45 am]
BILLING CODE (6210-01-M

Change In Bank Control; Acquisitions
of Shares of Banks or Bank Holding
Companies

“The notificants listed below have
applied under the Change in Bank
Control Act (12U.5.C.1817(j)) and
§ 225.41 of the Board's Regulation Y (12
CFR :225.41) to acquirea bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the notices are
set forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12
U:S.C. 1817G)(7)).

The notices.are available for
immediate inspection at the Federal

Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
notices have been accepted for
processing, they will also be available
for inspection at the offices of the Board
of Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank indicated for that notice
or to the offices of the Board of
Governors. Comments must be received
not later than November 3, 1987,

A. Federal Reserve Bank of
Minneapolis (James M. Lyon, Vice
President) 250 Marquette Avenue,
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480:

1. Dennis Casey Reilly, Missoula,
Montana; Jacqueline Rahn Reilly,
Missoula, Montana; Robert 1. Noble,
M.D., Profit Sharing Trust and Pension
Plan, Robert L. Noble, Trustee, Butte,
Montana; Charles Komberec, Missoula
Montana; Richard C. Keep, Charlo,
Montana; and Russell A. Anderson,
Butte, Montana; acting as a group in
concert, to acquire 51 percent of the
voting shares of First Citizen Bank of
Butte, Butte, Montana.

‘B. Federal Reserve Bank .of Kansas
City {Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice President)
925 Grand Avenue, Kansas City,
Missouri 64198:

1. Lucia Terwilliger, Colorado
Springs, Colorado, to acquire 25.3
percent of the voting shares of TCB
Investments, Inc., Kansas City, Missouri,
and thereby indirectly acquire Citizens
Bank of Appleton City, Appleton City,
Missouri; Tri-County State Bank of El
Dorado Springs, El Dorado Springs,
Missouri; Lowry City Bank, Lowry City,
Missouri; and Osceola Bank, Osceola,
Missouri.

Board.of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, October 13, 1987.

James McAfee,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 87-24065 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am])
BILLING :CODE 6210-01-M

FEDERAL RETIREMENT THRIFT
INVESTMENT BOARD

Open Season Notice; Thrift Savings
Plan Elections

AGENCY: Federal Retirement Thrift
Investment Board.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Federal Retirement Thrift
Investment Board (Board) in its
regulation at.5 CFR 1600.2 provides that
advance notice will be given of the
beginning and ending dates of all open
seasons (as definedat’5 CFR 1600.1)
which .are subsequent to the open
season ending-on July 31, 1987. The
Board's next open season will
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commence on November 15, 1987 and

end on January 31, 1988. The election

period (as defined at 5 CFR 1600.1}

covered by this open season extends

from January 1 to January 31, 1988.

FOR FURTKER INFORMATION CONTACT:

James B. Petrick, (202} 653-2573.
Dated: October 15, 1987,

Francis X. Cavanaugh,

Executive Director.

[FR Doc. 87-24201 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}

BILLING CODE 6760-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Centers for Disease Control

National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health; Mine Health
Research Advisory Committee;
Meeting

In accordance with section 10(a)(2) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. 92-463), the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) announces the following
National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health (NIOSH) committee
meeting:

Name: Mine Health Research
Advisory Committee (MHRAC).

Date: November 5-6, 1987.

Place: Conference Room, Office of the
Inspector General, Corridor 5500, HHH
North Building, 330 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20201.

Time and Type of Meeting: Open 9
a.m. to 5 p.m.—November 5; Open 9 a.m,
to 12 noon—November 6.

Contact Person: Robert E. Glenn,
Executive Secretary, MHRAC, NIOSH,
CDC, 944 Chestnut Ridge Road,
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505,
Telephone: Commercial: (304) 2914474,
FTS: 9234474, .

Purpose: The Committee is charged
with advising the Secretary of Health
and Human Services on matters
involving or relating to mine health
research, including grants and contracts
for such research.

Agenda: Agenda items for the meeting
will include announcements;
consideration of minutes of previous
meeting and future meeting dates; and
discussion of epidemiological studies of
coal miners.

Agenda items are subject to change as
priorities dictate. o

The meeting is open to the public for
observation and participation. Anyone
wishing to make an oral presentation
should nctify the contact person listed
above as soon as possible before the
meeting. The request should state the
amount of time desired, the capacity in
which the person will appear, and a

brief outline of the presentation. Oral
presentations will be scheduled at the
discretion of the Chairperson and as
time permits. Anyone wishing to have a
question answered by a scheduled
speaker during the meeting should
submit the question in writing, along
with his or her name and affiliation,
through the Executive Secretary to the
Chairperson. At the discretion of the
Chairperson and as time permits,
appropriate questions will be asked of
the speakers.

A roster of members and other
relevant information regarding the
meeting may be obtained from the
contact person listed above.

Dated: October 8, 1987.

Elvin Hilyer,

Associate Director for Policy Coordination,
Centers for Disease Control,

[FR Doc. 87-24066 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4180-19-M

Food and Drug Administration
[Docket No. 87M-0305]

IOLAB Corp.; Premarket Approval of
LASAG Microruptor 2 and Topaz Nd:

" YAG Ophthalmic Lasers for Iridotomy

AGENCY: Food and Drug Adminstration.
ACTION: Notice.

suMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is announcing its
approval of the supplemental
application by IOLAB Corp. for
premarket approval, under the Medical
Device Amendments of 19786, of the
LASAG Microruptor 2 and Topaz
Nd:YAG Ophthalmic Lasers for
performing an iridotomy (hole in the
iris). After reviewing the
recommendation of the Ophthalmic
Devices Panel, FDA's Center for Devices
and Radiological Health (CDRH)
notified the applicant of the approval of
the application.

DATE: Petitions for administrative
review by November 18, 1987.

ADDRESS: Written requests for copies of
the summary of safety and effectiveness
data and petitions for administrative
review to the Dockets Management
Branch (HFA-~305), Food and Drug
Administration, Room 4-62, 5600 Fishers
Lane Rockville, MD 20857.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAC'!':V
Philip J. Phillips, Center for Devices and
Radiological Health (HFZ-460), Food
and Drug Administration, 8757 Georgia
Avenue, Silver Spring, MD 20910, 301~
427-8221.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April
1, 1987, IOLAB Corp., Claremont, CA
91711, submitted to CDRH a

supplemental application for premarket
approval of the LASAG Microruptor 2 -
and Topaz Nd:YAG Ophthalmic Lasers.
The LASAG Microruptor 2 and Topaz
Nd:YAG Ophthalmic Lasers are a
neodymium:yttrium-aluminum-garnet
{(Nd:YAG) ophthalmic laser that is
indicated for performing an iridotomy
(hole in the iris).

On July 23, 1987, the Ophthalmic
Devices Panel, an FDA advisory -
committee, reviewed and recommended
approval of the application. On August
27,1987, CDRH approved the
application by a letter to the applicant
from the Director of the Office of
Devices Evaluation, CDRH.

A summary of the safety and
effectiveness data on which CORH
based its approval is on file in the
Dockets Management Branch (address
above) and is available from the office
upon written request. Requests should
be identified with the name of the
device and the docket number found in
brackets in the heading of this
document.

A copy of all approved labeling is
available for public inspection at
CDRH~—contact Philip J. Phillips (HFZ~
460), address above.

Opportunity for Administrative Review

Section 515(d)(3) of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the act) (21
U.S.C. 360e(d){3)) authorizes any
interested person to petition, under
section 515(g) of the act (21 U.S.C.
360e(g)), for administrative review of
CDRH'’s decision to approve this '
application. A petitioner may request
either a formal hearing under Part 12 (21
CFR Part 12) of FDA'’s administrative
practices and procedures regulations or
a review of the application and CDRH'’s
action by an independent advisory
committee of experts. A petition is to be
in the form of a petition for
reconsideration under § 10.33(b) (21 CFR
10.33(b)). A petitioner shall identify the
form of review requested (hearing or
independent advisory committee) and
shall submit with the petition supporting
data and information showing that there
is a genuine and substantive issue of
material fact for resolution through
administrative review. After reviewing
the petition, FDA will decide whether to
grant or deny the petition and will
publish a notice of its decision in the
Federal Register. If FDA grants the
petition, the notice will state the issue to
be reviewed, the form of review to be
used, the persons who may participate
in the review, the time and place where -
the review will occur, and other details. .

Petitioners may, at any time on or
before November 18, 1987, file with the
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Dockets Management Branch {address
above) two copies of each petition and
supporting data and information,
identified with the name of the device
and the docket number found in
brackets in the heading of this docment.
Received petitions may be seen in the
office above between 9 a.m., and 4 p.m,,
Monday through Friday.

This notice is issued under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs.
515(d), 520(h), 90 Stat. 554-555, 571 (21
U.S.C. 360e)(d), 360j(h))) and under
authority delegated to the Commissioner
of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10) and
redelegated to the Director, Center for
Devices and Radiological Health (21
CFR 5.53).

Dated: October 6, 1987.
John C. Villforth,

Director, Center for Devices and Radiological
Health.

[FR Doc. 87-24070 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M

Consumer Participation; Open
Meetings

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is announcing the
following consumer exchange meetings:

Los Angeles District Office, chaired by
George ]. Gerstenberg, District Director.
The topics to be discussed are health
claims on food labels and prescriptions.

Date: Wednesday, October 21, 1987,
9:30 a.m. to 12 m.

Address: Los Angeles District Office,
1521 West Pico Blvd., Los Angeles, CA
90015.

For Further Information Contact:-
Gordon L. Scott, Consumer Affairs
Officer, Food and Drug Administration,
1521 West Pico Blvd., Los Angeles, CA
90015, 213-252-7597.

Nashville District Office, chaired by
Hayward E. Mayfield, District Director.
The topic to be discussed is health
claims on food labels.

Date: Monday, October 26, 1987, 9:30
am. to 12 m. : .

Address: Legislative Plaza, Rm. 16,
16th and Union Sts., Nashville, TN
37219.

For Further Information Contact:
Sandra S. Baxter, Consumer Affairs
Officer, Food and Drug Administration,
297 Plus Park Blvd., Nashville, TN 37217,
615-736-2088.

San Francisco District Office, chaired
by Ronald M. Johnson, District Director.
The topics to be discussed are health
claims on food labels and FDA's current
issues. :

Date: Monday, October 26, 1987, 10:00
am. to12 m.

Address: Federal Building, First Street,
Room 160, San Jose, CA 95113.

For Further Information Contact: Lula
M. Holland, Consumer Affairs Officer.
Food and Drug Administration, 50
United Nations Plaza, Room 526, San
Francisco, CA 94102, 415-556-1457.

St. Louis Branch Office, chaired by
Raymond Hedblad, Branch Director. The
topic to be discussed is health claims on
food labels.

Date: Thursday, October 29, 1987, 4

p.m.

Address: St. Louis University Medical
Center, Rooms 103-104, Learning
Resources Center, 3544 Caroline St., St.
Louis, MO 63104.

For Further Information Contact:
Mary-Margaret Richardson, Consumer
Affairs Officer, Food and Drug
Administration, 808 Collins Alley, St.
Louis, MO 63102, 314-425-5021.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of these meetings is to
encourage dialogue between consumers
and FDA officials, to identify and set
priorities for current and future health
concerns, to enhance relationships
between local consumers and FDA's
District Offices, and to contribute to the
agency's policymaking decisions on vital
issues.

Dated: October 9, 1987.

Ronald G. Chesemore,
Acting Assoctate Commissioner for
Regulatory Affairs.

_ [FR Doc. 87-24071 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
[PRT# 715460)

Issuance of Permit for Marine
Mammals; Adventure world

On July 10, 1987, a notice was
published in the Federal Register (52, FR
26092) that an application had been filed
with the Fish and Wildlife Service by
Adventure World (PRT# 715460) for
authorization to take (capture} one male
and one female Alaskan sea otters
{(Enhydra lutris lutris) and export them
to Adventure World, Perfecture, Japan,
for public display. :

Notice is hereby given that on August
20, 1987, as authorized by the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16
U.S.C. 1361 through 1407), and the
Endangered Species Act of 1972 (16
U.S.C. 1539), the Fish and Wildlife
Service granted the requested

authorization subject to certain
conditions set forth therein. ‘

The permits are available for public
inspection during normal business hours
at the Fish and Wildlife Service's Office
in Room 611, 1000 North Glebe Road,
Arlington, Virginia 22201.

Note.—Due to an oversight, this notice was
not published within 10 days of issuance of
the permit as required by 50 CFR 18.33 {c).

Dated: October 14, 1987.

Larry La Rochelle,

Acting Chief, Branch of Permits, Federal
Wildlife Permit Office.

[FR Doc. 87-24175 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Bureau of Land Management

[WY-930-07-5101-09-YKAK])

Wyoming; Proposed Projects by
Amoco Production Co.; Meetings and
Environmental Impact Statement

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent to conduct
public scoping meetings and to prepare -
an Environmental Impact Statement.

SUMMARY: This notice describes the
action to be analyzed in the EIS, the
geographic area that would be affected,
the preliminary list of issues and
concerns, the scoping process to be
used, the locations of offices that will
have information for public review both
during and at the completion of the
process, and the person to contact for
more information.

The environmental impact statement
(EIS) will analyze impacts from '
development of the Raptor Field and
construction and operation of the
proposed Fontenelle Gas Processing
Plant located in southwestern Wyoming,
which would be capable of producing
200 million standard cubic feet per day
of CO,, and the construction and
operation of a 175-mile-long, 18-inch
diameter CO: pipeline from the vicinity
of Powder River, Wyoming, to the Elk
Basin oil field on the Wyoming/
Montana border near Powell, Wyoming.
In addition, the EIS will also analyze the
impacts from field facilities and
injection/recovery plants and ancillary
facilities for enhanced oil recovery in
the Salt Creek field, which would be
supplied with CO; from & 10-mile-long,
16-inch spur pipeline near Midwest,
Wyoming; from similar plants and
facilities in the Little Buffalo Basin field
which would be supplied by a 32-mile-_
long, 16-inch spur pipeline located south
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of Meeteetse, Wyoming; and from
similar plants and facilities located in
the Beaver Creek field, south of
Riverton, Wyoming, which would be
supplied by a 50-mile-long, 18-inch
trunkline which would be a spur line off
of the Bairoil Pipeline. The proposed
projects are in Big Horn, Fremont, Hot
Springs, Lincoln, Natrona, Park,
Sweetwater, and Washakie Counties,
Wyoming. Part of the Elk Basin field
also is in Carbon County, Montana.

DATES: Public scoping meetings will be
held at the following times and
locations:

December 1, 1987, 7 p.m., Northwest
Community College, Faberberg
Lecture Hall, Room 65, Engineering
and Technology Building, Powell,
Wyoming

December 2, 1987, 7 p.m., Bureau of Land
Management, Worland District Office,
101 South 23rd Street, Worland,
Wyoming

December 3, 1987, 7 p.m., Amoco Field
Office, Conference Room, Through
Town and % Mile Southwest,
Midwest, Wyoming

December 8, 1987, 7 p.m., Fremont
County School District Administrative
Building, 121 North 5th
West, Riverton, Wyoming

December 9, 1987, 7 p.m., Rock Springs
District Office, Highway 191 North,
Rock Springs, Wyoming

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Comments and suggestions should be

sent to the following office before

December 30, 1987: Bureau of Land

Management, Attn: Mr. Glen Nebeker,

Casper District Office, 1701 East E.

Street, Casper, Wyoming 82601.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the scoping

summary will be available to the public

on or about January 19, 1988, for review

on request at the.addresses listed below,

Bureau of Land Management, Casper
District Office, 1701 East E. Street,
Casper Wyoming 82601, Phone: (307)
261-5101

Bureau of Land Management, Worland
District Office, P.O. Box 119, 101 South
23rd Street, Worland, Wyoming 82401,
Phone: (307) 347-9871

Bureau of Land Management, Rock
Springs District Office, Highway 191
North, Rock Springs, Wyoming 82902~
1869, Phone: (307) 382-5350

Bureau of Land Management, Wyoming
State Office, P.O. Box 1828, Cheyenne,
Wyoming 82003, Phone: (307) 772-2425

Bureau of Land Management, Rawlins
District Office, P.O. Box 670, 1300
North 3rd Street, Rawlins, Wyoming
82301, Phone: (307) 324-7171

Bureau of Land Management, Miles City
District Office, P.O. Box 940, Miles
City, Montana 59301, Phone (406) 232~
4331 - :

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
action to be analyzed in the EIS consists
of the construction, operation, and’
maintenance of projects proposed by
Amoco Production Company. The no
action alternative will also be analyzed.

Planning Information Company of
Denver, Colorado, has been selected to
prepare the EIS for BLM on the proposal.
The BLM Wyoming State Director has
assigned the project lead to BLM's
Casper District Manager. Federal
agencies will be queried as to their
interest in becoming cooperators.

The CO; would either be purchased
from Exxon'’s Shute Creek Gas
Processing Plant in southwestern
Wyoming, or produced at Amoco's
proposed Fontenelle Gas Plant, and
carried via the existing Exxon Bairoil
CO:. pipeline to near Powder River,
Wyoming, where a new 18-inch pipeline
will transport it north. The CO, would
be initially injected into oil-bearing
formations in the Elk Basin field for
enhanced oil recovery (EOR). Plans are
to stagger delivery of the CO; to the
other identified fields and possibly to
other markets in the Powder River Basin
for enhanced oil recovery through the
year 2000.

The scope of the document mcludes
construction and operation of the
proposed Fontenelle Gas Processing
Plant near Opal, Wyoming; development
of the Raptor Field Unit for CO,
production; the main 175-mile-long
pipeline to Elk Basin; spur lines to the
Little Buffalo Basin, Beaver Creek, and
Salt Creek fields; four enhanced oil
recovery plants with ancillary facilities,
including distribution lines, block
valves, meter stations, scraper traps, etc.
and maintenance and future
abandonment of the proposed facilities.
A satellite communications system is
proposed to be used.

Geographic Area

The geographic area to be analyzed
for impacts is central and northern
Wyoming, and extreme south central
Montana. The proposed CO:; pipeline
would extend 175 miles, from 20 miles
northwest of Bairoil, Wyoming, near
Powder River, Wyoming, to Elk Basin,
which is the initial site for EOR. A small
portion of the affected Elk Basin field is
in Montana. It is currently administered
by the BLM's Worland Office. Alternate
routes have not been developed, but are
expected to be in the same general
vicinity. Regional and cumulative
impacts may extend somewhat beyond
these geographic areas, but because the -
proposal are planned to be staggered
over a large geographic area over an 8-
year period, they are not expected to be

- cumulatively significant.

Issues and Concerns

The following issues and concerns
have been identified to date:

—Air quality effects for the proposed
gas treatment plant and the
proposed CO; processing plant.

—Potential impacts of crossing coal,
other mineral leases, and
agricultural lands.

—Impacts on historical trail crossings
and cultural resources.

—Potential impacts to wildlife and
habitat, recreation, visual resources,
and land uses.

—Public safety and health.

The public is encouraged to present
their ideas and views on these and other
issues and concerns. Responses and
comments on the proposal will be
accepted through December 30, 1987. All
issues and concerns will be considered
in preparing the EIS.

Hillary A. Oden,
State Director, Wyoming,
October 9, 1987.

[FR Doc. 87-24087 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4310-22-M

[CO-010-08-4322-02]

Craig, CO, Advisory Council Meeting

Time and Date: November 17, 1987 at
10:00 a.m.’
Place: Craig District Office, 455 Emerson
Street, Craig, Colorado
Status: Open to public; interested
persons may make oral statements
at 10:30 a.m. Summary minutes of
the meeting will be maintained in
the Craig District Office.
Matters To Be Considered:
1. Foreign Investments on Public
Lands
2. Land Status
3. Herbicides and Pesticides
4, Wild Horses and Burros
5. BLM's Role in Developing Sections
of the Yampa River for Recreation

Contact Person For More Information:
Mary Pressley, Craig District Office,
455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado
816251129, Phone: (303) 824-8261.

Dated: October 8, 1987.

Alan Schroeder,

Acting Associate District Manager

(FR Doc. 87-24173 Filed 10~16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-JB-M o
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Minerals Management Service

Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas
Lease Sales; List of Restricted Joint
Bidders

Pursuant to the authority vested in the
Director of the Minerals Management
Service by the joint bidding provisions
of 30 CFR 256.41, each entity within one
of the following groups shall be
restricted from bidding with any entity
in any other of the following groups at
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas
lease sales to be held during the bidding
period from November 1, 1987, through
April 30, 1988. The List of Restricted
Joint Bidders published in the Federal
Register on March 30, 1987, at 52 FR
10174 covered the bidding period of May
1, 1987, through October 31, 1987.
Group L.

Chevron U.S.A. Inc.; Chevron

Corporation.
Group IL

Exxon Corporation.
Group III

Texaco Inc.; Getty Oil Company;
Texaco Producing Inc. .

Group IV.

Shell Offshore Inc.; Shell Oil

Company; Shell Western E&P Inc.
Group V.

Mobile Oil Corporation; Mobil Oil
Exploration and Producing
Southeast Inc.; Mobil Producing
Texas and New Mexico Inc.; Mobil
Exploration and Producing North
America Inc.

Dated: October 13, 1987.
David W. Crow,

Deputy Director, Minerals Management
Service.

{FR Doc. 87-24101 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. 731-TA-~376 (Final)]

Import investigations; Certain
Stainless Steel Butt-Weld Pipe Fittings
From Japan

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

ACTION: Institution of a final
antidumping investigation and
scheduling of a hearing to be held in
connection with the investigation.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of final
antidumping investigation No. 731-TA-
376 {Final) under section 735(b) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)) to
determine whether an industry in the

United States is materially injured, or is
threatened with material injury, or the
establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded, by
reason of imports from Japan of
stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings,
provided for in item 610.89 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States, that
have been found by the Department of
Commerce, in a preliminary
determination, to be sold in the United
States at less than fair value (LTFV).
Unless the investigation is extended,
Commerce will make its final LTFV
determination on or before November
24, 1987, and the Commission will make
its final injury determination by January
13, 1988 (see sections 735{a) and 735(b)
of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a) and
1673d(b))).

For further information concerning the
conduct of this investigation, hearing
procedures, and rules of general
application, consult the Commission’s
Rules of Practice and Procedure, Part
207, Subparts A and C (19 CFR Part 207),
and Part 201, Subparts A through E (19
CFR Part 201). .
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 16, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Valerie Newkirk (202-523-0165), Office
of Investigations, U.S. International
Trade Commission, 701 E Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing-
impaired individuals may obtain
information on this matter by contacting
the Commission’s TDD terminal on 202~
724-0002. Information may also be
obtained via electronic mail by calling
the Office of Investigations’ remote
bulletin board system for personal
computers at 202-523-0103. Persons with
mobility impairments who will need
special assistance in gaining access to
the Commission should contact the
Office of the Secretary at 202-523-0161.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

This investigation is being instituted
as a result of an affirmative preliminary
determination by the Department of
Commerce that imports of stainless steel
butt-weld pipe fittings from Japan are
being sold in the United States at less
than fair value within the meaning of
section 731 of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673).
The investigation was requested in a
petition filed on April 2, 1987, by
Flowline Corp., New Castle, PA. In

_response to that petition the

Commission conducted a preliminary
antidumping investigation and, on the
basis of information developed during
the course of that investigation,
determined that there was a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United
States was materially injured by reason

of imports of the subject merchandise

- (52 FR 19936, May 28, 1987).

Participation in the Investigation

Persons wishing to participate in this
investigation as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission, as provided in
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s rules (19
CFR 201.11), not later than twenty-one
(21) days after the publication of this
notice in the Federal Register. Any entry
of appearance filed after this date will
be referred to the Chairman, who will
determine whether to accept the late
entry for good cause shown by the
person desiring to file the entry.

Service list

Pursuant to § 201.11(d) of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.11(d}),
the Secretary will prepare a service list
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who are parties to this investigation
upon the expiration of the period for
filing entries of appearance. In
accordance with § 201.16(c) and 207.3 of
the rules {19 CFR 201.16(c) and 207.3),
each document filed by a party to the
investigation must be served on all other
parties to the investigation (as identified
by the service list), and a certificate of
service must accompany the document.
The Secretary will not accept a
document for filing without a certificate
of service,

Staff Report

A public version of the prehearing
staff report in this investigation will be.
placed in the public record on November
20, 1987, pursuant to § 207.21 of the
Commission’s rules {19 CFR 207.21).

Hearing

The Commission will hold a hearing in
connection with this investigation
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on December 3,
1987, at the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building, 701 E Street NW.,
Washington, DC. Requests to appear at
the hearing should be filed in writing
with the Secretary to the Commission
not later than the close of business (5:15
p.m.) on November 23, 1987. All persons
desiring to appear at the hearing and
make oral presentations should file
prehearing briefs and attend a
prehearing conference to be held at 9:30
a.m, on November 25, 1987, in Room 117
of the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building. The deadline for
filing prehearing briefs is November 30,
1987.

Testimony at the public hearing is
governed by § 207.23 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 207.23). This
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rule requires that testimony be limited to
a nonconfidential summary and analysis
of material contained in prehearing
briefs and to information not available
at the time the prehearing brief was
submitted. Any written materials
submitted at the hearing must be filed in
accordance with the procedures
described below and any confidential
materials must be submitted at least
three (3) working days prior to the
hearing (see § 201.6(b){2) of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.6(b}(2))).

Weritten Submissions

All legal arguments, economic
analyses, and factual materials relevant
to the public hearing should be included
in prehearing briefs in accordance with
§ 207.22 of the Commission’s rules (19
CFR 207.22). Posthearing briefs must
conform with the provisions of section
207.24 (19 CFR 207.24) and must be
submitted not later than the close of
business on December 10, 1987. In
addition, any person who has not
entered an appearance as a party to the
investigation may submit a written
statement of information pertinent to the
subject of the investigation on or before
December 10, 1987.

A signed original and fourteen {14)
copies of each submission must be filed
with the Secretary to the Commission in
accordance with § 201.8 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.8). All
written submissions except for
confidential business data will be
available for public inspection during
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15
p-m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the
Commission. ,

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired must
be submitted separately. The envelope
and all pages of such submissions must
be clearly labeled “Confidential
Business Information.” Confidential
submissions and requests for
confidential treatment must conform
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.8).

Authority: This investigation is being
conducted under authority of the Tariff Act of

1930, Title VII. This notice is published
pursuant to § 207.20 of the Commission's
rules (19 CFR 207.20).

By order of the Commission.
Issued: October 13, 1987.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
|FR Doc. 87-24062 Filed 10-16-87: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION

{No. MC-F-17934 (Sub-No. 1)]
Norfolk Southern Corp. and North

American Van Lines, inc.; Controi;
Tran-Star, Inc.

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce
Commission

ACTION: Application accepted for
consideration.

SUMMARY: The Commission is accepting
for consideration the application filed
September 18, 1987, for Norfolk Southern
Corporation and North American Van
Lines, Inc., to acquire control of Tran-
Star, Inc.

DATES: Written comments must be filed

with the Interstate Commerce

Commission no later than November 19,

1987. .

ADDRESSES: Unless otherwise indicated,

an original and 10 copies of all

documents, referring to No. MC-F-17934

(Sub-No. 1), should be sent to: Office of

the Secretary, Interstate Commerce

Commission, Washington, DC 20423.

- In addition, one copy of all documents
in this proceeding should be sent to: (1)
Office of Proceedings, Interstate
Commerce Commission, Washington,
DC 20423.

(2) Applicants’ representatives:

Robert J. Cooney, Norfolk Southern
Corporation, One Commercial Place,
Norfolk, VA 23510.

Greg E. Summy, North American Van
Lines, Inc., P.O. Box 988, Fort Wayne,
IN 46801. ,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Andrew L. Lyon, (202) 275-7191.

TDD for hearing impaired, (202) 275~
1721.

Kenneth H. Schwartz, (202) 275-7956.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
proposal has been determined to be a
minor transaction. The application and
exhibits are available for inspection in
the Public Docket Room at the offices of
the Interstate Commerce Commission in
Washington, DC. )

Any interested person may participate
in this proceeding by submitting written
comments regarding the application.
Comments must be filed no later than
November 19, 1987. An original and 10
copies must be filed with the Secretary,
Interstate Commerce Commission,
Washington, DC 20423. Written
comments shall be concurrently served
by first-class mail on the United States
Secretary of Transportation and the
Attorney General of the United States.
Written comments must also be served
upon all parties of record within 10 days
of service of the service list by the
Commission. We plan to issue the
service list by December 3, 1987. All
persons who file timely written
comments shall be considered parties of
record if they so indicate in their
comments. In this event, no petition for
leave to intervene need be filed.
Comments must contain the information
specified at 49 CFR 1180.4(d)(1)(iii) for
minor transactions. Because the
proposed transaction is a minor
transaction, no responsive applications
shall be permitted. 49 CFR 1180.4(d}(4).

Preliminary comments from the
Secretary of Transportation and
Attorney General must be filed by
December 3, 1987.

Additional information is contained in
the Commission’'s decision. To obtain a
copy of the decision, write to the
Secretary, Room 2215, Interstate
Commerce Commission Building,
Washington, DC 20423, or call (202) 275~
7428. Telephone number of hearing
impaired: (202) 275-1721.

Decided: October 9, 1987.

By the Commission, Chairman Gradison,
Vice Chairman Lamboley, Commissioners
Sterrett, Andre, and Simmons.

Noreta R. McGee,

Secretary.

|FR Doc. 87-24127 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M
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NATIONAL COMMISSION TO PREVENT
INFANT MORTALITY

Hearing

AGENCY: National Commission To
Prevent Infant Mortality.

ACTION: Notice of hearing.

SUMMARY: In accordance with Public
Law 99-660, notice is given of a hearing
on perinatal AIDS. The purpose of the
hearing is to discuss the perinatal AIDS
problem in the United States.

DATE: Monday, October 26, 1987, 9:00-
12:00 noon.

ADDRESS: Jackson Memorial Hospital,
Mailman Center Auditorium, 1601 NW
12th Avenue, Miami, Florida.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATI_QN_. CONTACT:
Anne Hockett, 202-472-1364.
Senator Lawton Chiles,

Chairman. .

[FR Doc. 87-24284 Filed 10-16-87; 11:21 am}
BILLING CODE 6820-SK-M

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION
ADMINISTRATION

[Interpretive Ruling and Policy
Statement No. 87-11

Guidelines For Complaince With
Federal Bank Bribery Law

AGENCY: National Credit Union
Administration (NCUA).

ACTION: Interpretive Ruling and Policy
Statement Number 87-1.

SUMMARY: The Bank Bribery
Amendments Act of 1985 requires that
Federal agencies with responsibility for
regulating financial institutions establish
guidelines to assist financial institution
officials in complying with this law. The
guidelines were developed by the
Interagency Bank Fraud Working Group.
The guidelines adopted by the National
Credit Union Administration Board {the
“Board") encourage federally-insured
credit unions to adopt codes of conduct
that describe the prohibitions of the

bank bribery law. The guidelines also
identify situations that, in the opinion of
the Board, do not constitute violations of
the bribery law. These guidelines do not
impose new requirements on federally-
insured credit unions. They are designed
to help credit unions comply with the
bank bribery law.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 16, 1987.

ADDRESS: National Credit Union
Administration, 1776 G Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20456.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John K. lanno, Staff Attorney, Office of
General Counsel, National Credit Union
Administration, 1776 G.Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20456. Telephone
number (202} 357-1030.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Board issued a proposed Interpretive
Ruling and Policy Statement (IRPS)
containing guidelines for compliance
with the Bank Bribery Law on June 10,
1987, and solicited comments during a
thirty-day period. :

Only ten comment letters were
received concerning the proposed IRPS.
Nine were favorable, one opposed to the

issuance of guidance on this subject. Of -

the nine favorable letters, four did not
recommend any change to the proposal.
- One letter asked whether Credit and
Supervisory Committee members are

intended to be included within the scope-
-. of the-guidelines. Yes, NCUA interprets

the Bank Bribery Amendments Act as
applying to committee members and the

.guidelines should include all officers

and committee members of the credit
union. The IRPS has been modified to
clarify its scope. Also, it should be noted
that these guidelines are intended to
assist credit union officials, not credit
union service organization officials. Of
course, NCUA Rules and Regulations do
set forth certain requirements
concerning a credit union’s investment
in a CUSO. The proposed-guidelines
relate only to the Federal Bank Bribery
Law; however, credit unions are
encouraged to consider other possible
conflicts of interest in developing
internal codes of conduct.

Another letter recommended that the

term “"member” rather than “customer”
be utilized where appropriate. This
change has been made. One proposed
that the appropriateness of accepting
promotional materials be left to the
discretion of the individual employee.
The employee would make an individual
determination regarding whether
something was of nominal value and
therefore acceptable. NCUA disagrees

= and believes that the need for

consistency within the institution and
the possibility of abuse make it

preferable that the code of conduct

provide what is nominal or acceptable.
Another writer urged absolute
prohibition on acceptance of holiday
gifts. While a credit union may choose
to prohibit receipt of such gifts in its
code of conduct, NCUA continues to
believe that receipt of a holiday season
gift from a member, under appropriate
circumstances, would not violate the .
bank bribery statute.

One writer inquired about treatment
of raffle prizes paid for by a particular
vendor. Because each sweepstakes
scenario is somewhat different, NCUA
does not believe it would be effective to.

- include an example in the IRPS.

Generally, if the prize is available to all
equally through some random selection
process, there would not, in NCUA's
view, be any danger of violating the

.bank bribery statute. Of course, credit

unions may elect to restrict or require
reporting of this type of activity in any
code they adopt. Another writer
expressed concern that NCUA is
attempting to mandate adoption of a
code of conduct. These guidelines are
not regulatory and encourage, rather
than require, credit unions to act.

A letter expressed a concern that the
guidelines, in prohibiting officials from
accepting anything of value in
connection with credit union business,
either before or after a transaction is
discussed, were in conflict with previous
NCUA opinions and the FCU Standard
Bylaws. The commenter was specifically
concerned with a 1986 NCUA opinion
that stated an official who owns a loan
collection agency may accept business
from the credit union he serves,
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provided he is not involved in
discussions involving his pecuniary
interest. That situation would not
conflict with the guidelines, which refer
to discussion or consummation of a
transaction by the official. However, it
would now violate § 701.21(c)(8),
prohibited fees, which was amended in
April, 1987.

Finally, one writer objected to the
issuance of guidelines as unnecessary
and not required by law. In NCUA's
view, these guidelines are appropriate
and necessary to assist credit unions in
complying with the bank bribery statute.
The writer suggested that any
exceptions set forth in the guidelines
should not emphasize value, because the
statute proscribes corrupt conduct.
NCUA recognizes that the issue of
whether conduct is corrupt, within the
meaning of the bank bribery statute,
does not necessarily depend on the
value of something offered or received.
Nevertheless, certain of the exceptions
set forth properly recognize that the risk
of corruption or breach of trust is not
present in circumstances involving
receipt of an item of reasonable value.

We have inserted language stating
that any code should be consistent with
the intent of the bank bribery statute to
proscribe corrupt activity within
financial institutions. We have also
suggested that management review
disclosures to detemine that they are
reasonable and do not threaten the
integrity of the credit union.

Interpretive Ruling and Policy Statement
No. 87-1 :

Guidelines for Compliance With
Federal Bank Bribery Law

Background

The Comprehensive Crime Control
Act of 1984 (Pub. L. 98473, Title I,
October 12, 1984) amended the Federal
bank bribery law, 18 U.S.C. 215, to
prohibit employees, officers, directors,
agents, and attorneys of financial
institutions from seeking or accepting
anything of value in connection with
any transaction or business of their
financial institution. The amended law
also prohibited anyone from offering or
giving anything of value to employees,
officers, directors, agents, or attorneys
of financial institutions in connection
with any transaction or business of the
financial institution. Because of its
broad scope, the 1984 Act raised
concerns that it might have made what
is acceptable conduct unlawful.

In July 1985, the Department of Justice
issued a Policy Concerning Prosecution
Under the New Bank Bribery Statute. In
that Policy, the Department of Justice
discussed the basic elements of the .

prohibited conduct under section 215,
and indicated that cases to be
considered for prosecution under the
new bribery law entail breaches of
fiduciary duty or dishonest efforts to
undermine financial institution
transactions. Because the statute was
intended to reach acts of corruption in
the banking industry, the Department of
Justice expressed its intent not to
prosecute insignificant gift-giving or
entertaining that did not involve a
breach of fiduciary duty or dishonesty.

Congress decided that the broad
scope of the statute provided too much
prosecutorial discretion. Consequently,
Congress adopted the Bank Bribery
Amendments Act of 1985 (Pub. L. 99-370,
August 4, 1986) to narrow the scope of
18 U.S.C. Section 215 by adding a new
element, namely, an intent to corruptly
influence or reward an officer in
connection with financial institution
business. As amended, section 215
provides in pertinent part:

Whoever—

(1) corruptly gives, offers, or promises
anything of value to any person, with intent
to influence or reward an officer, director,
employee, agent, or attorney of a financial
institution in connection with any business or
transaction of such institution; or

(2) as an officer, director, employee, agent,
or attorney of a financial institution,

.corruptly solicits or demands for the benefit

of any person, or corruptly accepts or agrees
to accept, anything of value from any person,
intending to be influenced or rewarded in
connection with any business or transaction
of such institution; shall be [guilty of an
offense].

The law now specifically excepts the
payment of bona fide salary, wages,
fees, or other compensation paid, or
expenses paid or reimbursed, in the
usual course of business.! This
exception is set forth in subsection
215({c).

The penalty for a violation remains
the same as it was under the 1984 Act. If
the value of the thing offered or received
exceeds $100, the offense is a felony
punishable by up to five years
imprisonment and a fine of $5,000 or
three times the value of the bribe or
gratuity. If value does not exceed $100,
the offense is a misdemeanor punishable
by up to one year imprisonment and a
maximum fine of $1,000. .

In addition, the law now requires the
financial institution regulatory agencies
to publish guidelines to assist
employees, officers, directors, agents,
and attorneys of financial institutions to
comply with the law. The legislative

1 Thus, if such payments were made to a credit
union official by a sponsoring organization in the
usual course of business, they would be excepted
from coverage under the law.

history of the 1985 Act makes it clear
that the guidelines would be relevant to
but not dispositive of any prosecutive
decision the Department of Justice may
make in any particular case. 132 Cong.
Rec. 5944 (daily ed. Feb. 4, 1986).
Therefore, the guidelines developed by
the financial regulatory agencies are not
a substitute for the legal standards set
forth in the statute. Nonetheless, in
adopting its own prosecution policy
under the bank bribery statute, the
Department of Justice can be expected
to take into account the financial
institution regulatory agency's expertise
and judgment in defining those activities
or practices that the agency believes do
not undermine the duty of an employee,
officer, director, agent, or attorney to the
financial institution. United States
Attorneys’ Manual Section 9-40.439.

Proposed Guidelines

The proposed guidelines encourage all
federally-insured credit unions to adopt

_internal codes of conduct or written
" policies or amend their present codes of

conduct or policies to include provisions
that explain the general prohibitions of
the bank bribery law. The proposed
guidelines relate only to the bribery law
and do not address other areas of
conduct that a federally-insured credit
union would find advisable to cover in
its code of ethics. However, in
developing its code of conduct, a
federally-insured credit union should be
mindful not only of the provisions of the
Bank Bribery Act discussed herein, but
also of other provisions of state or
Federal law concerning conflicts of
interest or ethical considerations.
Moreover, regardless of whether a
conflict of interest constitutes a criminal
violation of the bank bribery statute, it
could violate NCUA's Rules and
Regulations. Those regulations contain
various provisions which prohibit
officials, employees and their family
members from receiving personal gain in
connection with business transactions
of the credit union. See, for example,

§ 703.4(e), 12 CFR 703.4(e), concerning
investments; § 701.21(c)(8), 12 CFR
701.21(c)(8), concerning loans;

§ 701.21(d)(5), 12 CFR 701.21(d)(5),
concerning preferential lending;

§ 721.2(c), 12 CFR 721.2(c), concerning
group purchasing activities; and

§ 701.27(d)(6), 12 CFR 701.27(d)(6),
concerning CUSO's.

In connection with the Bank Bribery
Amendments Act, consistent with the
intent of the statute to proscribe corrupt
activity within financial institutions, the
code should prohibit any employee,
officer, director, committee member,
agent, or attorney (hereinafter “Credit
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Union Official”) of a federally-insured
credit union (hereinafter “‘credit union”)
from (1) soliciting for themselves or for a
third party (other than the credit union
itself) anything of value from anyone in
return for any business, service or
confidential information of the credit
union, and from (2) accepting anything
of value (other than bona fide salary
and fees referred to in 18 U.S.C. 215(c}}
from anyone in connection with the
business of the credit union either
before or after a transaction is discussed
or consummated.

The credit union’s codes or policies
should be designed to alert Credit Union
Officials about the bank bribery statute,
as well as to establish and enforce
written policies on acceptable business
practices.

In its code of conduct, the credit union
may, however, specify appropriate
exceptions to the general prohibition of
accepting something of value in
connection with credit union business.
There are a number of instances where
a Credit Union Official, without risk of
corruption or breach of trust, may
accept something of value from one
doing or seeking to do business with the
credit union. In general, there is no
threat of a violation of the statute if the
acceptance is based on a family or
personal relationship existing
independent of any business of the
institution; if the benefit is available to.
the general public under the same
conditions on which it is available to the
Credit Union Official; or if the benefit
would be paid for by the credit union as
a reasonable business expense if not
paid for by another party. By adopting a
code of conduct with appropriate
allowances for such circumstances, a
credit union recognizes that acceptance
of certain benefits by its Credit Union
Officials does not amount to a
corrupting influence on the credit
union's transactions.

In issuing guidance under the statute
in the areas of business purpose
entertainment or gifts, it is not advisable
for the Board to establish rules about
what is reasonable or normal in fixed
dollar terms. What is reasonable in one
part of the country may appear lavish in
another part of the country. A credit
union should seek to embody the highest
ethical standards in its code of conduct.
In doing this, a credit union may
establish in its own code of conduct a
range of dollar values which cover the
various benefits that its Credit Union
Officials may receive from those doing
or seeking to do business with the credit
union. ‘

The code of conduct should provide
that, if a Credit Union Official is offered
or receives something of value beyond

what is authorized in the credit union’s
code of conduct or written policy, the
Credit Union Official must disclose that
fact to an appropriately designated
official of the credit union. The credit
union should keep written reports of
such disclosures. An effective reporting
and review mechanism should prevent
situations that might otherwise lead to
implications of corrupt intent or breach
of trust and should enable the credit
union to better protect itself from self-
dealing. However, a Credit Union
Official’s full disclosure evidences good
faith when such disclosure is made in
the context of properly exercised
supervision and control. Management
should review the disclosures and
determine that what is accepted is
reasonable and does not pose a threat to
the integrity of the credit union. Thus,
the prohibitions of the bank bribery
statute cannot be avoided by simply
reporting to management the acceptance
of various gifts. ‘

The Board recognizes that a serious
threat to the integrity of a credit union
occurs when its Credit Union Officials
become involved in outside business
interests or employment that give rise to
a conflict of interest. Such officials of
interest may evolve into corrupt
transactions that are covered under the -
bank bribery statute. Accordingly, credit
unions are encouraged to prohibit, in
their codes of conduct or policies, their
Credit Union Officials from self-dealing
or otherwise trading on their positions
with credit unions or accepting from one
doing or seeking to do business with the
credit union a business opportunity not
available to other persons or made
available because of such officials’
positions with the credit union. In this
regard, a credit union's code of conduct
or polilcy should require that its Credit
Union Officials disclose all potential
conflicts of interest, including those in
which they have bene inadvertently
placed due to either business or
personal relationships with members,
suppliers, business associates, or
competitors of the credit union.

Exceptions

In its code of conduct or written
policy, a credit union may describe
appropriate exceptions to the general
prohibition regarding the acceptance of
things of value in connection with credit
union business. These exceptions may
include those that:

(a) Permit the acceptance of gifts,
gratuities, amenities, or favors based on
obvious family or personal relationships
(such as those between the parents,
children or spouse of a Credit Union
Official) where the circumstances make
it clear that it is those relationships

rather than the business of the credit
union concerned which are the
motivating factor;

(b) Permit acceptance of meals,
refreshments or entertainment, all of
reasonable value and in the course of a
meeting or other occasion the purpose of
which is to hold bona fide business
discussions, provided these expenses
would be paid for by the credit union if
not paid for by the other party as a
reasonable business expense (the credit
union may establish a specific dollar
limit for such an occasion);

(c) Permit acceptance of loans from
banks or financial institutions on
customary terms to finance proper and
usual activities of Credit Union
Officials, such as home mortgage loans,
except where prohibited by law;

{d) Permit acceptance of advertising
or promotional material of reasonable
value, such as pens, pencils, note pads,
key chains, calendars, and similar items;

(e) Permit acceptance of discounts or
rebates on merchandise or services that
do not exceed those available to other
members;

(f) Permit acceptance of gifts of
reasonable value that are related to
commonly recognized events or
occasions, such as a promotion, new
job, wedding, retirement, Christmas, or
bar or bat mitzvah (the credit union may
establish a specific dollar limit for such
an occasion); or

(8) Permit the acceptance of civic,
charitable, educational, or religious
organizational awards for recognition of
service and accomplishment (the credit
union may establish a specific dollar
limit for such an occasion).

The policy or code may also provide
that, on a case-by-case basis, a credit
union may approve of other
circumstances, not identified above, in
which a Credit Union Official accepts
something of value in connection with
credit union business, provided that
such approval is made in writing on the
basis of a full written disclosure of all
relevant facts and is consistent with the
bank bribery statute.

Disclosures and Reports

To make effective use of these
guidelines, the Board recommends the
following additional procedures:

(a) The credit union should maintain a
copy of any code of conduct or written
policy it establishes for its Credit Union
Officials, inlcuding any modifications
thereof.

(b) The credit union should require an
initial written acknowledgment from its
Credit Union Officials of its code or
policy and written acknowledgement of
any subsequent material changes and
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the officials’ agreement to comply"
therewith.

(c) The credit union should maintain
written reports of any disclosures made
by its Credit Union Officials in
connection with a code of conduct or
written policy.

By the National Credit Union
Administration Board on the 8th day of
October 1987.

Becky Baker,

Secretary of the Board.

{FR Doc. 87-24128 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7535-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards; Proposed Meetings

In order to provide advance
information regarding proposed public
meetings of the ACRS Subcommittees
and meetings of the full Committee, the
following preliminary schedule is
published to reflect the current situation,
taking into account additional meetings
which have been scheduled and
meetings which have been postponed or
cancelled since the last list of proposed
meetings published September 21, 1987
(52 FR 35503). Those meetings which are
definitely scheduled have had, or will
have, an individual notice published in
the Federal Register approximately 15
days (or more) prior to the meeting. It is
expected that the sessions of the full
Committee meeting designated by an
asterisk (*) will be open in whole or in
part to the public. ACRS full Committee
meetings begin at 8:30 a.m. and
Subcommittee meetings usually begin at
8:30 a.m. The time when items listed on
the agenda will be discussed during full
Committee meetings and when
Subcommittee meetings will start will be
published prior to each meeting.
Information as to whether a meeting has
been firmly scheduled, cancelled, or
rescheduled, or whether changes have
been made in the agenda for the
November 1987 ACRS full Committee
meeting can be obtained by a prepaid
telephone call to the Office of the
Executive Director of the Committee
(telephone: 202/634-3265, ATTN:
Barbara Jo White) between 8:15 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time.

ACRS Subcommittee Meetings

Joint Scram Systems Reliability and
Core Performance, October 28, 1987 has
been postponed to January 29, 1988. -

Instrumentation and Control Systems,
October 29, 1987, Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will discuss the NRC's
proposed final resolution of USI A—47,

“Safety Implications of Control
Systems.” In addition, the Subcommittee
will discuss and consider the comments
by Mr. Basdekas regarding the
resolution of this USI.

Maintenance Practices and
Procedures, October 30, 1987,
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
be briefed and will discuss the proposed
Policy Statement on Maintenance of -
Nuclear Power Plants.

Systematic Assessment of Operating
Experience, November 3, 1987,
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
discuss AEOD's role in helping the NRC
learn from operating experience.

TVA Organizational Issues,
November 4, 1987, Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will review the safety
issues associated with TVA
management reorganization and the
Sequoyah restart.

Generic Items, November 17, 1987,
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
discuss with selected licensees the
contribution to plant safety resulting
from the implementation of resolved
generic issues and USls.

Decay Heat Removal Systems,
November 17, 1987, Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee will discuss: (1) The
decision by Toledo Edison not to install
a dedicated blowdown system at Davis
Besse; (2) the status of NRC's action on
potentially unanalyzed LB LOCA
scenario; (3) implications of secondary
side water level control in B&W OTSGs
vis-a-vis operator actions in accident
situations; and (4) implications of the
Diablo Canyon loss of shutdown cooling
event vis-a-vis lack of steam generator
water box vents.

Thermal-Hydraulic Phenomena,
November 18 and 19, 1987, Washington,
DC. The Subcommittee will review key
elements of NRC RES's 5-Year Thermal-
Hydraulic Research Program for input to
an ACRS Report on thermal-hydraulic
research to Congress and the
Commission.

Quality and Quality Assurance in
Design and Construction, November 24,
1987, Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will review QA
Experience in Readiness Reviews as
applied to nuclear power plants, with a
view toward possible application to
HLW geologic repositories and
monitored retrievable storage (MRS)
facilities.

Babcock & Wilcox Reactor Plants,
January 5, 1988, Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will continue its review
of the long-term safety review of B&W
reactors. This effort was begun during
the summer of 1986; initial Committee
comments offered on July 16, 1986 in a
letter of V. Stello, EDO.

Joint Scram Systems Reliability and
Core Performance, January 29, 1988,
Washington, DC. The Subcommittees
will review the current status of LWR
plant operations (core reload designs,
etc.) as they impact on core reactivity
control operational limits (e.g.,
moderator temperature coefficients in
general, and ATWS analyses in
particular).

Reliability Assurance, February 9,
1988, Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will be briefed on the
current status of equipment qualification
research. The Subcommittee will also
discuss lightning protection at nuclear
power plants,

Advanced Reactor Designs, Date to be
determined (November), Washington,
DC. The Subcommittee will review and
comment on the draft Commission paper
that will be prepared by the NRC Staff
regarding the severe accidents and
containment issues for the DOE-
sponsored advanced reactor designs.

Containment Requirements, Date to
be determined (November/December),
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
review the proposed Containment
Performance/Improvement Program
Plan. The Plan is in three Parts: (1)
Improved plant operations including
EOPs, (2) severe accident vulnerabilities
via Individual Plant Examinations, and
(3) containment performance in the
event of a severe accident.

Metal Components, Date to be
determined (November/December),
Charlotte, NC. The Subcommittee will
review the status of the NDE of cast
stainless steel piping.

Combustion Engineering Reactor
Plants, Date to be determined
(November/December), Washington,
DC. The Subcommittee will initiate its
review of CESSAR-Plus (CE's Advanced
LWR for the 1990’s).

Safety Philosophy, Technology, and
Criteria, Date to be determined
(November/December), Washington,
DC. The Subcommittee will meet with
the NRC Staff and discuss their
proposed plans for implementation of
the Safety Goals Policy.

Severe Accidents, Date to be
determined (November/December)
{tentative), Washington, DC. The
Subcommittee will review the final
version of the NRC Staff's proposed
generic letter on Individual Plant
Examinations (IPEs).

Diablo Canyon, Date to be determined
(late November/early December),
Location to be determined. The
Subcommittee will review the status of
the Diablo Canyon Long-Term Seismic
Program.
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Westinghouse Reactor Plants, Date to
be determined (December/January),
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
discuss and hear presentations from
Westinghouse representatives regarding
the important design features and
objectives of WAPWR (RESAR SP/90)
and the AP 600 designs.

Auxiliary Systems, Date to be
determined (January) (tentative),
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
discuss: (1) Criteria being used by
utilities to design Chilled Water
Systems, (2) regulatory requirements for
Chilled Water System design, and (3)
criteria being used by the NRC Staff to
review the Chilled Water System design.
To facilitate this discussion, some
members of the Subcommittee will tour
the Shearon Harris plant to look at the
Chilled Water System design at that
plant.

Structural Engmeermg, Date to be
determined (3rd week of January),
Albuquerque, NM. The Subcommittee
will review the results of the model
concrete containment test.

Thermal-Hydraulic Phenomena, Date
to be determined (3rd week of January,
2-day meeting), Los Alamos, NM. The
Subcommittee will review: (1) The
documentation developed by LANL to
support the TRAC PF1/MOD 1 Code
pursuant to the RES CSAU
requirements, and (2) final ECCS Rule
version (tentative).

Auxiliary Systems, Date to be
determined (February), Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee will discuss the final
report on the Fire Risk Scoping Study
being performed by Sandia National
Laboratories for the NRC.

Decay Heat Removal Systems, Date
to be determined {February),
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
continue its review of the NRC-RES
Resolution Position for USI A-45.

Containment Requirements, Date to
be determined {February/March),
Washington, DC. The Subcommittee will
review the hydrogen control measures
for BWRs and Ice Condenser PWRs (USI
A—48). May also involve EPGs for
BWRs.

Containment Requirements, Date to
be determined (April), Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee will review the NRC
Staff's document on containment
performance and improvements {all
containment types).

ACRS Full Committee Meeting

November 5-7, 1987: [tems are
tentatively scheduled. .
*A. Nuclear Power Plant Technical
Specifications (Open)

Consider proposed NRC policy -
statement regarding the scope, etc., of

Technical Specifications for nuclear
power plants. Members of the NRC Staff.
will take part in the discussion.

*B. Use of Probabilistic Risk
Assessment (Open)

Briefing and discussion of NRC Staff
regponse to ACRS recommendations
regarding use of NUREG-1150, Reactor
Risk Reference Document and the
proposed implementation plan for NRC
Quantitative Safety Goals.

*C. Standardization of Nuclear Power
Plants (Open)

Briefing regarding proposed EPR1
requirements for advanced LWRs.
Representatives of the NRC Staff and
the nuclear industry (EPRI) will
participate as appropriate.

*D. TVA Nuclear Power Plant
Operations (Open)

Consider proposed TVA Corporate
Management Plan and proposed restart .
of the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. ,
Representatives of the NRC Staff and of
the TVA will participate.

E. Internal Management of NRC
Activities (Closed)

Discussion among ACRS members
and meeting with NRC Commissioners
regarding internal allocation of NRC
resources and manpower to provide
advice regarding nuclear radwaste.

*F. Station Blackout (Open)

Briefing and discussion regarding
proposed resolution of USI A—44, Station
Blackout and related NUMARC
activities.

G. Nomination of ACRS Officers for
CY-1988 (Closed)

Discuss qualifications of ACRS
members considered eligible for
selection as Committee Officers for CY
1988.

*H. Future ACRS Activities (Open)

Discuss anticipated ACRS
subcommittee activities and items
proposed for consideration by the full
Committee. Discuss proposed ACRS
position/comments regarding legislative
proposals to expand/abolish ACRS
activities.

*I. Nuclear Power Plant License
Renewal (Open)

Briefing and discussion of proposed
NRC policy regarding renewal of nuclear
power plant operating licenses
(tentative).

*J. Meeting with Director, NRC Office of
Research (Open)

Discuss items of mutual interest
(tentative).

K. Appointment of New ACRS Members
{Closed)

Discuss qualifications of nominecs
proposed for consideration as new
ACRS members (tentative).

*L. Safety Implications of Control
Systems (Open)

Consider proposed resolution of USI
A-47, Safety Implications of Control
Systems, as well as comments by Mr. D.
Basdekas regarding this matter as it
relates to B&W nuclear power plants.

*M. Maintenance of Nuclear Facilities
{Open)

Status report regarding proposed NRC
policy statement regarding maintenance
practices at nuclear facilities.

*N. Babcock & Wilcox LWR DeSIgn
Assessment (Open) .

Status report regarding the BkW/NRC
design reassessment of the long-term
safety of B&W light water reactor
{tentative).

*O. Analysis and Evaluation of
Operational Data (Open)

Briefing and discussion regarding
AEOD's evaluation of nuclear power
plant operating experience.

*P. Diagnostic Evaluation Program
(Open)

Briefing regarding NRC's diagnostic
evaluation program, including
evaluation of the Dresden Nuclear
Power Station.

*Q. ACRS Subcommittee Activities
{Open/Closed)

Briefings regarding the status of
assigned ACRS subcommittee activities,
including the safety and regulation of
nuclear power plants.

*R. Nuclear Safety Research (Open)

Discuss proposed ACRS
recommendations regarding the NRC
nuclear radwaste research program.

*S. Nuclear Radwaste Management
(Open)

Report of ACRS subcommittee
activities regarding NRC's high-level
and low-level radwaste program.
Proposed ACRS comments on topics will
be discussed as appropriate.

*T. Decay Heat Removal (Open)

Briefing by NRC Staff regarding the
status of resolution of USI A-45, decay
heat removal from nuclear power plants,
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*U. Integrated Safety Assessment
Program (Open)

Discuss proposed ACRS comments
regarding proposed NRC Staff
implementation of the ISAP.

*V. Preparation of ACRS Reports to the
NRC (Open)

Discuss proposed ACRS reports to the
NRC regarding items considered during
this meeting, as well as, safety
implications of control systems in
nuclear power plants.

December 3-5, 1987—Agenda to be
announced.

January 7-9, 1988—Agenda to be
announced.

Dated: October 14, 1987,
John C. Hoyle,
Advisory Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 87-24144 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. IC-16047; File No. 812-6861]

Fidelity Investment Life Insurance Co.,
et al.; Application

October 13, 1987.
AGENCY: Securities and Exchange
Commission (“SEC").

ACTION: Notice of application for
exemption under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (“Act™).

Applicants: Fidelity Investment Life
Insurance Company (“Fidelity Life”),
Fidelity Investments Variable Annuity
Account I {Separate Account”}), and
Fidelity Distributors Corporation.,

Relevant 1940 Act Sections:
Exemption requested under section 6{c)
from sections 26(a)(2)(C} and 27(c)(2).

Summary of Application: Applicants
request an exemption from sections
26(a){2)(C) and 27(c}(2) of the Act to the
extent necessary to permit the deduction
of a mortality and expense risk charge
from the assets of the Account in
connection with the issuance and sale of
variable annuity contracts.

Filing Date: September 2, 1987.

Hearing or Notification of Hearing: 1f
no hearing is ordered, the application
will be granted. Any interested person
may request a hearing on this
application, or ask to be notified if a
hearing is ordered. Any requests must
be received by the SEC by 5:30 p.m. on
November 9, 1987. Request a hearing in
writing, giving the nature of your
interest, the reason for the request, and
the issues you contest. Serve the
Applicants with the request, either

personally or by mail, and also send it to
the Secretary of the SEC, along with
proof of service by affidavit, or, for
lawyers, by certificate. Request
notification of the date of a hearing by
writing to the Secretary of the SEC.
ADDRESSES: Secretary, SEC, 450 Fifth
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20549.
Applicants, 82 Devonshire Street,
Boston, Massachusetts 02109, Attention:
Rodney R. Rohda.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Heidi Stam, Staff Attorney (202) 272-
3017 or Lewis B. Reich, Special Counsel
(202) 272-2061 (Division of Investment
Management).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Following is a summary of the
application; the complete application is
available for a fee from either the SEC's
Public Reference Branch in person or the
SEC's commercial copier (800) 231-3282
(in Maryland (301) 258—4300).

Applicants’ Representations

1. Fidelity Life, a stock life insurance
company, established the Separate
Account under Pennsylvania law on July
22, 1987, for the purpose of funding
certain variable annuity contracts
(“Contracts”). The Separate Account is
currently seeking registration under the
Act as a unit investment trust.

2. The Separate Account has five
subaccounts which will invest in shares
of the portfolios of the Variable
Insurance Products Fund {*Fund”), a
Massachusetts business trust registered
under the Act as an open-end,
diversified management investment
company.

3. The minimum initial payment
required to purchase a Contract is
$5,000. Additional payments of $500 or
more may be made prior to the annuity
date.

4. Fidelity Life imposes an asset-based
administrative charge at an annual rate
of .25% to compensate it for expenses
incurred in administering the Contracts.
These expenses include the costs of
issuing the Contract, maintaining
necessary systems and records, and
providing reports. Fidelity Life does not
anticipate a profit from this charge.

5. Fidelity Life deducts a daily asset
charge at an annual rate of .75% for its
assumption of certain mortality and
expense risks under the Contracts. Two-
thirds of this charge (.50%) is allocated
to mortality risks. The mortality risks
borne by Fidelity Life include: the
obligation to make the monthly annuity
payments for the life of the annuitant;
the provision of a limited death benefit
if the annuitant dies prior to the annuity
date; and the provision of annuity rates
guaranteed in the Contracts. The

remaining third of this charge {.25%) is
alloated to the expense risk. Fidelity Life
assumes the expense risk that the
deduction of the administrative charge
may prove insufficient to cover the
actual cost of administering the
Contracts.

6. Fidelity Life will realize a gain from
the mortality and expense risk charge to
the extent that amounts derived from
that charge are not needed to provide
for benefits and expenses under the
Contracts.

7. Fidelity Life does not assess a sales
charge under the Contract if the gwner
maintains the Contract in force for more
than five years. If the owner surrenders
all or part of the Contract within the Tirst
five Contract years, Fidelity Life will
reduce the amount payable to the owner
by acontingent deferred sales charge
equal to 5% in the first contract year and
declining 1% each year for Four years
thereafter. In the sixth Contract year no
contingent deferred sales charge will be
applied to withdrawals or surrenders
under the Contract. In addition, during
the first five Contract years, no
contingent deferred sales charge is
assessed against the first withdrawal in
each Contract year of an amount up to
10% of the owner’s premium payments
as of the date of withdrawal.

8. Applicants expect that the
contingent deferred sales charge will not
be sufficient to cover the expenses
incurred in selling the Contracts. To the
extent that the contingent deferred sales
charge fails to cover distribution
expenses, Fidelity Life will pay these
expenses from its general assets which
may include proceeds from the mortality
and expense risk charge.

9. Fidelity Life represents that the
mortality and expense risk charge is a
reasonable charge to compensate it for
the assumption of mortality and expense
risks.

10. Fidelity Life represents that the
charge of .75% for mortality and expense
risks is within the range of industry
practice with respect to comparable
annuity products. This representation is
based upon Fidelity Life's analysis of
publicly available information about
similar industry products, taking into
consideration such factors as current
charge levels, the existence of charge
level guarantees, and guaranteed
annuity rates. Fidelity Life will maintain
at its executive office, available to the
Commission, a memorandum setting
forth in detail the products analyzed in
the course of, and the methodology and
results of, its comparative survey.

11. Fidelity Life acknowledges that
any profit realized from the mortality
and expense risk charge may be applied
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to distribution expenses. Fidelity Life
has concluded that there is a reasonable
likelihood that this proposed
distribution financing arrangement will
benefit the Separate Account and the
Contract owners. The basis for this
conclusion is set forth in a memorandum
which will be maintained by Fidelity
Life at its executive office and will be
available to the Commission.

12, Fidelity Life represents that the
Separate Account will only invest in
open-end management investment
companies which have undertaken to
have a board of directors, a majority of
whom are not interested persons of the
open-end management company,
formulate and approve any plan
pursuant to Rule 12b-1 under the Act to
finance distribution expenses.

For the Commission, by the Division of
Investment Management, under delegated
authority.

Shirley E. Hollis,

Assistant Secretary.

|FR Doc. 87-24132 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

[Rel. No. 34-25033; File No. SR-NASD-87-
36} )

Self-Regulatory Organizations;
Proposed Rule Change by National
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.
Relating to NASDAQ Workstation
Service

Pursuant to section 19{b)(1) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15
U.S.C. 78s(b){1), notice is hereby given
that on September 28, 1987, the National
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.
{*NASD") filed with the Securities and
Exchange Commission the proposed rule
change as described in Items L, 11, and III
below, which Items have been prepared
by the self-regulatory organization. The
Commission is publishing this notice to
solicit comments on the proposed rule
change from interested persons.

1. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement of the Terms of Substance of
the Proposed Rule Change

The NASD has filed this proposed rule
change, pursuant to section 19(b}(1) of
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the
“Act”) and Rule 19b-4 thereunder, to
establish the NASDAQ Workstation
Service on a permanent basis and to set
the applicable fees. At the conclusion of
the current pilot program,! subscribers

1 See File No. SR-NASD-87~28 for a description
of the NASDAQ Workstation Service and the terms
of the related pilot program.

electing the service will be obligated to
pay the following monthly charges:

Access to
NASDAQ
Workstation
Service.

Maintenance
(offered only on
UNISYS and
Tandem PCs).

Advanced
Communications.

$300 per PC.

$55 per PC.

$135 First PC, $85 each
additional PC.

Assuming Commission approval, the
foregoing fees will be incorporated into
standardized service and equipment
support contracts for subscribers of the
NASDAQ Workstation Service. The
NASD also proposes to allow
subscribers eligible to receive NASDAQ
Level 2 service the option of obtaining
NASDAQ Workstation Service. The
proposed charges would.apply equal to
each NASDAQ Workstation
subscribers. The maintenance package,
however, is optional. In that connection,
the NASD would also offer the
maintenance option, on identical terms,
to any Level 2/3 subscriber employing
UNISYS or Tandem equipment to
emulate a Harris standard terminal.
Such emulations, though independent of

-. -the NASDAQ Workstation Service,

involve the same PC equipment.

11. Self-Regulatory Organization's
Statement of the Purpose of, and
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

In its filing with the Commission, the
self-regulatory organization included
statements concerning the purpose of
and basis for the proposed rule change

and discussed any comments it received.

on the proposed rule change. The text of
these statements may be examined at
the places specified in Item IV below.
The self-regulatory organization has
prepared summaries, set forth in
sections (A), (B) and (C) below, of the
most significant aspects of such
statements.

A. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement of the Purpose of, and
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

NASDAQ Workstation Service
constitutes a major NASD initiative to
enhance the equipment and
communications network used to deliver
NASDAQ market data to subscribers.
This initiative is intended to allow
subscribers served directly by the
NASD, LE., those who currently receive
Level 2/3 Service from NASDAQ, Inc.,

to obtain enhanced market information
through the new subscriber-owned
NASDAQ Workstation PC. With the
new Workstation Service, delivery of
current market data to a subscriber will
no longer require individual queries that
must be separately processed by

‘'NASDAQ, Inc.'s mainframe computers.

Instead, specified market information
relating to securities selected by the
subscriber will be broadcast to the
Workstation PC for storage, processing,
and retrieval as needed. The PCs
approved for the NASDAQ Workstation
Service will have ample storage
capacity to permit creation of a local
data base to satisfy the subscriber’s
needs. This feature should reduce
response times for subscribers’ queries
and result in more efficient utilization of
NASDAQ. Inc.’'s mainframe computers.
The end result is more expeditious
delivery of a greater amount of
NASDAQ market data than is now
possible with the Harris standard
terminal. The latter equipment,
introduced in 1981, is basically an
interrogation device that lacks the
processing and memory capacities found
in PCs like those approved for the
Workstation Service.

In addition to the approved PCs, the
Workstation Service involves usage of
specialized software developed by
NASDAQ, Inc. That software provides
sophisticated data management
capabilities which enable subscribers to
organize and display NASDAQ
quotation and NASDAQ/NMS last sale
information in various ways to suit their

- needs. For example, the software

features include: (i) A market minder/
limit watch with dynamic updates on
the status of a group of securities
selected by the subscriber; {ii)
specialized displays programmed by a
subscriber to observe inside quotation
changes, quote updates of individual
market makers, and last sale reports for
NASDAQ/NMS securities; (iii) bid/ask
retrieval with dynamic updates of the
displayed securities’ quotes; and {iv)
multiple screen segments that can be
utilized to display market data
customized to the subscriber’s needs.
These features, which are accessible
through a single PC, illustrate the
flexibility and sophistication of the data
management capabilities being offered
to subscribers of the NASDAQ
Workstation Service. Similarly, these
features serve to differentiate the
NASDAQ Workstation Service from the
more limited informational capabilities
offered to subscribers utilizing the
Harris standard terminal.

NASDAQ Workstation Service
commenced with the Commission's
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issuance of an order authorizing a pilot
program from July 31 to October 1,
1987.2 During this period, participating
NASDAQ market makers have been
able to utilize the service, at no charge,
in order to familiarize themselves with
its features. Based on that experience,
the participants will have objective
information to factor into their decision
on whether to continue NASDAQ
Workstation Service after the pilot
period. The purposes of this rule
proposal are to obtain Commission
approval of the following: Permanent
(versus pilot) status for the NASDAQ
Workstation Service; the charges that
will apply prospectively to subscribers;
and expanded access to non-market
maker subscribers,

The instant filing proposes two
categories of monthly fees which
subscribers will pay for each NASDAQ
Workstation terminal. First, there is a
monthly service fee of $300 that was
computed to be revenue neutral and
consists of three components: (i)
Recovery of developmental costs; (ii}
replacement of the monthly service fee
currently payable by NASDAQ Level 2/
3 subscribers; and (iii) replacement of
revenue from the $.02/ query charge
which cannot be assessed directly to
subscribers who opt for NASDAQ
Workstation Service.3 Because
NASDAQ Workstation PCs can displace
existing Harris standard terminals on a
one-for-one basis, the NASD seeks to
avoid any diminution of revenues that
might result from this process.
Accordingly, the NASD has computed a
monthly service fee that approximates
the average, service-based revenue
generated by a Harris terminal in
operation today.

The second category of fees payable
by NASDAQ Workstation subscribers
consists of two elements, equipment
maintenance and communications
support. Although the NASD will have
no proprietary interest in the PCs used
for the NASDAQ Workstation Service,
the Association recognizes that a high

2 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 24749 (July
27, 1987), approving File No. SR-NASD-87-29. The |,
NASD will shortly submit a filing to extend the
duration of the pilot program through October 31,
1987,

3 The $.02/query charge, which covers the costs of
lines between the regional concentrators and
subscribers’ terminals as well as dial back-up
capability, is currently paid by all NASDAQ Level
2/3 subscribers utilizing Harris standard terminals
owned by NASDAQ, Inc. Queries entered by these
subscribers are processed by the NASD's
mainframe computer and responses resent through
the NASDAQ network. In contrast, queries entered
by subscribers accessing the NASDAQ Workstation
PC will be processed by that subscriber’s local data
base. Hence, the usage based query fee that now
covers these communications charges can no longer
be applied to the NASDAQ Workstation Service,

level of functionality is exceedingly
important for NASDAQ market makers
and the investing public. Accordingly,
the NASD has contracted with the
Harris Corporation to provide a cost-
effective maintenance package for
subscribers utilizing compatible PCs
produced by two firms. Although this
service is optional, the NASD
anticipates that its cost, coupled with
Harris' maintenance experience
respecting the existing terminal
population, will induce broad
acceptance of this maintenance
package. The proposed maintenance
charge of $55/PC/month is fully cost-
based with two components: (i) A pass-
through charge payable to Harris
Corporation pursuant to a maintenance
agreement with the NASD and (ii) a
charge reflecting the allocable portion of
general and administrative costs,
Similarly, the communications support
charge of $135 is fully cost-based in that
it is calculated to recover: (i) The costs
incurred by NASDAQ, Inc. in acquiring,
installing, and maintaining specialized
modems needed to provide NASDAQ
Workstation Service to subscribers and
costs related to the equipment replaced:
(ii) the allocable costs of technical staff
who monitor the NASDAQ
communications network to isolate and
correct problems traceable to that
network versus other sources; and (iii) a
charge reflecting the allocable portion of
general and administrative costs.* Thus,
the NASD's communications support

-charge consists exclusively of the direct

and allocable indirect costs incurred in
delivering the NASDAQ Workstation
Service to a projected base of
subscribers.

The major change introduced by this
filing is the establishment of subscriber
fees that would take effect at the pilot's
conclusion. In this regard, section
15A(b)(5) of the Act holds the
Association to a standard of reasonable
fees equitably allocated in setting
charges for automation services offered
to members and non-members alike. The
fee structure posed for the NASDAQ
Workstation Service is substantially
cost-based to assure a reasonable,
composite charge to all subscribers.
Specifically, derivation of the proposed
fee structure recognizes the direct and
indirect costs traceable to the technical
development, start-up, and reliable
delivery of NASDAQ Workstation
Service to a projected subscriber base.
This approach is clearly evident in the

4 The lower communications support charge of
885 for additional terminals reflects certain
economies in the substitution and maintenance of
multiple PC modem sharing devices at the same
subscriber location.

components of the maintenance and
communications support charges
identified above. Further, the proposed
monthly service charge ie calculated to
recover developmental costs and to
maintain the revenue stream generated
today through service and query charges
currently paid by the targeted
subscribers. Revenue maintenance is
justified because a NASDAQ
Workstation PC can displace existing
Harris terminals on a one-for-one basis.
Continuity of service-based revenue is
essential to offset a portion of the costs
of various operational support
departments and regulatory programs
which depend upon the NASDAQ data
base. In light of all of these factors, the
NASD posits that the proposed fee
structure for the NASDAQ Workstation
Service satisfies the elements of
reasonableness and equitable allocation
prescribed by section 15A(b)(5) of the
Act.

Regarding the permanent status of
and the expanded access to NASDAQ
Workstation Service, the NASD cites
sections 11A and 15A of the Act as
providing the necessary statutory bases.
Subsections (A) through (D} of section
11A(a)(1) contain a series of
Congressional findings respecting the
goals of a national market system. The
theme underlying these provisions is
that of enhancing market efficiency
through application of advanced data
processing and communications
technologies. The NASDAQ
Workstation Service combines powerful
PC’s with specialized software
developed by NASDAQ, Inc. to provide
state-of-the-art data management
capabilities to all interested subscribers.
In particular, the NASDAQ
Workstation's market monitoring and
display capabilities were designed to
increase the operational efficiency of
subscribing market makers, to increase
their competitiveness, and to contribute
to the liquidity of the NASDAQ market.
Further, many of the Workstation's data
management features could be useful to
professional money managers and
institutional investors who may now
subscribe to NASDAQ Level 2 service.
Permitting all categories of subscribers
to utilize NASDAQ market data more
effectively comports with the broad
policy goals articulated under section
11A(a)(1) of the Act.

The Association also relies on section
15A(b)(6) of the Act in support of this
proposal. Section 15A(b)(6) requires,
inter alia, that the Association’s rules
promote just and equitable principles of
trade, facilitate securities transactions,
perfecvt the mechanism of a free and
open market and a national market
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system, and generally protect investors
and the public interest. Allowing non-
market makers to elect NASDAQ
Workstation Service broadens access to
the advanced data management features
that it provides. Broader access
translates to more opportunities for
subscribers to utilize NASDAQ market
data more efficiently in making trading
decisions. To encourage the broadest
possible access, existing Level %
subscribers will be allowed to substitute
NASDAQ Workstations for Harris
terminals, notwithstanding the terms of
their outstanding agreements with
NASDAQ, Inc. The NASD submits that
broad access to the advanced data
management capabilities attributable to
the NASDAQ Workstation software will
serve to facilitate securities
transactions, advance the policy goals
underlying a national market system,
and generally protect investors and the
public interest. Accordingly, approval of
the instant filing is fully consistent with
the above-cited elements.:

In sum, the NASD believes that
Commission approval of this proposal
can be readily grounded upon its
conformance with the respective policy
goals and requirements of sections
11A(a)(1)(A) through (D), and 15A(b}(5)
through (6) the Act.

B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement on Burden on Competition

The instant proposal does not portend
the imposition of any competitive
burden. This conclusion is supported by
several factors. First, subscription to the
NASDAQ Workstation Service will be
voluntary and open to any subscriber on
the same terms. A firm's decision to
elect the new service will be based upon
an assessment of its costs and benefits
relative to accessing the desired level of
NASDAQ service via Harris standard
terminal or the NQDS service from
independent vendors. Second, the NASD
will continue to make available the
Harris terminal equipment. The NASD
expects that many firms opting for
NASDAQ Workstation Service will
continue to use some of their existing
Harris terminals. Third, the
modifications embodied in this filing do
not create a competitive burden vis-a-
vis vendors of securities market
information. Provision of the new
service does not impair any vendor’s
ability to access NASDAQ market
makers’ quotes (i.e., the NQDS service)
or NASDAQ/NMS last sale reports via
high speed data feeds. Moreover,
because the service fee is revenue
neutral and the support changes fully
cost-based, the projected fee structure

does not undercut the competitiveness
of vendors in servicing non-market
makers. Fourth, it must be emphasized
that the NASDAQ Workstation Service
was principally designed to provide
sophisticated data management
capabilities to NASDAQ market makers.
Such capabilities promote greater
efficiency in market maker’s routine
activities and thereby enhance the
quality of the NASDAQ marketplace.
This situation is analogous to an

~exchange’s upgrading of systems that

support market making on a physical
trading floor. Consequently, permanent
status for the NASDAQ Workstation
Service does not pose a competitive
threat to vendors servicing a much
broader range of end users.

Based upon the foregoing, it is
believed that no competitive burden will
result from the Commission’s approval
of this filing.

C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement on Comments On the
Proposed Rule Change Received From
Members, Participants, or Others

Comments were neither solicited nor
received.

I11. Date of Effectiveness of the V
Proposed Rule Change and Timing For

. Commission Action

Within 35 days of the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register 5 or within such longer period
(i) as the Commission may designate up
to 90 days of such date if it finds such
longer period to be appropriate and
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii}
as to which the self-regulatory
organization consents, the Commission
will:

(A) By order approve such proposed
rule change, or

(B) Institute proceedings to determine
whether the proposed rule change
should be disapproved.

IV. Solicitation of Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views and
arguments concerning the foregoing.
Persons making written submissions
should file six copies thereof with the
Secretary, Securities and Exchange
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW,,
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of the
submission, all subsequent amendments,
all written statements with respect to

. 8 The NASD has requested that the Commission
approve the proposal prior to 30 days after
publication of the proposal in the Federal Register
in order to ensure continuity in servicing NASDAQ
Workstation subscribers who elect the service at
the end of the pilot program on QOctober 31, 1967,

the proposed rule change that are filed
with the Commission, and all written
communications relating to the proposed
rule change between the Commission
and any -person, other than those that
may be withheld from the public in
accordance with the provisions of 5
U.S.C. 552, will be available for
inspection and copying in the
Commission’s Public Reference Section,
450 Fifth Street, NW., Washington, DC
20549. Copies of such filing will also be
available for inspection and copying at
the principal office of the above-
mentioned self-regulatory organization.
All submissions should refer to the file
number in the caption above and should
be submitted by October 29, 1987,

For the Commission, by the Division of

Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated
authority.

Jonathan G. Katz,
Secretary.

Dated: October 15, 1987. )
[FR Doc. 87-24256 Filed 10-16-87; 9:25 am]
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M ‘

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
[License No. 05/05-5134]

Control Data Community Ventures
Fund, Inc.; Filing of an Application for
Transfer of Ownership and Control

Notice is hereby given that an
application has been filed with the
Small Business Administration (SBA),
pursuant to the Regulations governing
small business investment companies
(13 CFR 107.601 (1987)) for the transfer
of ownership and control of Control
Data Community Ventures Fund, Inc,
8100 34th Street South, Minneapolis,
Minnesota 55440, a Federal Licensee
under the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958, as amended (15 U.S.C. 661
et seq.). The proposed transfer of
ownership and control of Control Data
Community Ventures Fund, Inc., which
was licensed on January 29, 1979, is
subject to the prior written approval of
SBA.

It is proposed that Capital Dimension,
Inc. a holding company, will acquire all
of the issued and outstanding capital
stock of Control Data Community
Ventures Fund, Inc., from Control Data
Corporation. Upon completion of the
transaction, Control Data Community
Ventures Fund, Inc., will change its
name to Capital Dimensions Venture
Fund, Inc.

The proposed officers, directors and
sole shareholder are as follows:
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Name and Address Title or Relationship garigps‘h?;;
Thomas F. Hunt, Jr., 1404 Echo Drive, Burnsville, Minnesota 55337 President, Director
Dean R. Pickerell, 15120 Evelyn Lane, Minnetonka, Minnesota 55345 Executive Vice President, Secretary, Treasurer, DIfeClOr.......cerevweforrmrerssvenmennss
David J. Skoog, 6604 Cornelia Drive, Edina, Minnesota 55435 Director
Capital Dimensions, Inc., Suite 148, 1631 79th Street East, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55420.........co..ceuerienreennes Sole Shargholder, INVESIMENt AGVISOF ... .......cc.eeemeirirmsirnsrirreceres covenns l 100

Mr. Hunt and Mr. Pickerell are t'he rercent Region V Advisory Council Meeting;
sqle common stockholders of Capital Homeowners With Credit Available Else- Chicago, IL
Dimensions, Inc. ~ where 8.000 .
Matters involved in SBA's Homeowners Without Credit Available The U.S. Small Business -
consideration of the application include Elsewhere ... : ; 4000 Administration Region V Advisory
. : Businesses With Credit Available Else- C il located in th hical
the general business reputation and where 8000 ounctl, located in the geographical area
character of the proposed management, Businesses Without Credit Available Else- of Chicago, W’ll_h()]d a public meeting at
and the probability of successful where 4000  10:00 a.m. on Friday, October 23, 1987, at
. . . . Businesses (EIDL) Without Credit Avail- 219 South Dearborn, Dirksen Federal

operations under their management, :
; : b able Elsewher 4000 Byilding, Room 1220, Chicago, Illinois, to
including adequate profitability and Other (Non-Profit Organizations Including . & h " 8 b ’
financial soundness, in accordance with Charitable and Religious Organizations)... 9.000 discuss such matters as may be

the Small Business Investment Act of
1958, as amended, and the SBA Rules
and Regulations.

Notice is given that any person may,
not later than 30 days from the date of
publication of this Notice, submit
written comments on the proposed
transfer of ownership and control to the
Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment, Small Business
Administration, 1441 “L" Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20416.

A copy of the Notice will be published

in a newspaper of general circulation in
Minneapolis, Minnesota.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59.011, Small Business
Investment Companies)

Dated: October 8, 1987.
Robert G. Lineberry,
Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment.
[FR Doc. 87-24102 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

[Dectaration of Disaster Loan Area #2292}

California; Declaration of Disaster
Loan Area

As a result of the President's major
disaster declaration on October 7, 1987,
I find that Los Angeles County and the
adjacent County of Orange in the State
of California constitute a disaster loan
area because of damage from an
earthquake and continuing aftershocks
beginning on October 1, 1987. Eligible
persons, firms, and organizations may
file applications for physical damage
until the close of business on December
7, 1987, and for economic injury until the
close of business on July 7, 1988, at:
Disaster Area 4 Office, Small Business
Administration, 77 Cadillac Drive, Suite
158, P.O. Box 13795, Sacramento,
California 95853.
or other locally announced locations.

The interest rates are:

The number assigned to this disaster
is 229202 for physical damage and for
economic injury the number is 856600.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Programs Nos. 59002 and 59008)

Dated: October 9, 1987.

Bernard Kulik,

Deputy Associate Administrator for Disaster
Assistance.

[FR Doc. 87-24138 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

[Dectaration of Disaster L.oan Area #6565])

Texas; Declaration of Disaster Loan
Area

Comal County, Texas, constitutes an
Economic Injury Disaster Loan Area due
to flooding of the Guadalupe and Comal
Rivers during June, July, and August
1987. Eligible small businesses without
credit available elsewhere and small
agricultural cooperatives without credit
available elsewhere may file
applications for economic injury
assistance until the close of business on
July 8, 1988, at the address listed below:
Disaster Area 3 Office, Small Business

Administration, 2306 Oak Lane, Suite

110, Grand Prairie, Texas 75051
or other locally announced locations.
The interest rate for eligible small
business concerns without credit
available elsewhere is 4 percent and 9.0
percent for eligible small agricultural
cooperatives without credit available
elsewhere.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59002).

Dated: October 8, 1987.

James Abdnor,

Administrator.

[FR Doc. 87-24139 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

presented by members, staff of the U.S.
Small Business Administration, or
others present.

For further information, write or call
John L. Smith, District Director, U.S.
Small Business Administration, 219
South Dearborn St., Room 437, Chicago.
Illinois, 312/353-4508.

Jean M. Nowak,
Director. Office of Advisory Councils.
October 1, 1987.

|FR Doc. 87-24133 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

Region VIl Advisory Council Meeting;
Kansas City, MO .

The U.S. Small Business
Administration Region VII Advisory
Council, located in the geographical area
of Kansas City, will hold a public
meeting at 10:30 a.m. on Monday,
November 9, 1987, at United Missouri
Bank Building Auditorium, 10th and
Grand, Kansas City, Missouri, to discuss
such matters as may be presented by
members, staff of the U.S. Small
Business Administration, or others
present.

For further information, write or call
Bill Powell, Regional Administrator, U.S.
Small Business Administration, 911
Walnut, 13th Floor, Kansas City,
Missouri, {816) 374-3316.

Jean M. Nowak,

Director. Office of Advisory Councils.
October 1, 1987.

{FR Doc. 87-24134 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

Region Vil Advisory Council Meeting;
Salt Lake City, UT

The U.S. Small Business
Administration Region VIII Advisory
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Council, located in the geographical area
of Salt Lake City, Utah will hold a public
meeting at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday,
November 12, 1987 at the Salt Lake
Hilton Hotel, 150 West 500 South, Salt
Lake City, Utah, to discuss such matters
as may be presented by members, staff
of the U.S. Smali Business
Administration, or others present.

For further information, write or call
R. Kent Moon, District Director, U.S.
Small Business Administration, 125
South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah
84138, (801) 524-5804.

Jean M. Nowak,
Directory, Office of Advisory Councils.
October 1, 1987,

[FR Doc. 87-24136 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE £025-01-1

Wyoming District Advisory Council
Meeting

The U.S. Small Business
Administration Wyoming District
Advisory Council, located in the
geographical area of Wyoming, will hold
a public meeting at 8:00 a.m., on
Wednesday, October 28, 1987, at the
Federal Building—100 East “B” Street,
Room 3116, Casper, Wyoming, to discuss
such matters as may be presented by
members, staff of the U.S. Small
Business Administration, or others
present.

For further information, write or call
Paul W. Nemetz, District Director, U.S.
Small Business Administration, P.O. Box
2839, Casper, Wyoming 82602, (307) 261—
5761.

Jean Mr. Nowak,
Director, Office of Advisory Councils.
October 1, 1987.

IFR Doc. 87-24135 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 8025-01-M

—

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Coast Guard
{CGD-87-076]

National Boating Safety Advisory
Council; Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(a) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. 1), notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
National Boating Safety Advisory
Council to be held on Tuesday and
Wednesday, November 10 and 11, 1987,
at the Travelodge at the Wharf, 250
Beach Street, San Francisco, California,
beginning at 9:00 a.m. and ending at 4:00

p.m. on both days. The agenda for the
meeting will be as follows:

1. Introduction of new Commitlee
Sponsor.

2. Review of action taken at the 39th
meeting of the Council.

3. Members' items.

4. Executive Director’s report.

5. Consumer Education Subcommittee
report.

6. Horsepower Regulation
Subcommittee report.

7. Presentation on industry trends.

8. Report on non-emergency
assistance.

9. Report on National Association of
State Boating Law Administrators
Association (NASBLA) annual
conference.

10. Report of the Hull Identification
Number (HIN) Subcommittee.

11. Presentation on “Thrillcraft”.

12. Update on boating safety
*“Hotline". -

13. Status report on mandatory
operator education.

14, Update on the Personal Flotation
Device (PFD) pamphlet project.

15. Presentation on implementation of
the North American Datum of 1983.

16. Update on intoxicated boater
project.

17. Remarks by Chief, Office of
Boating, Public, and Consumer Affairs.

18. Reply to members’ items. )

19. Chairman’s session.

Attendance is open to the interested
public. With advance notice to the
Chairman, members of the public may
present oral statements at the meeting.
Persons wishing to present oral
statements should so notify the
Executive Director no later than the day
before the meeting. Any member of the
public may present a written statement
to the Council at any time. Additional
information may be obtained from
Captain R, E. Hammond, Executive
Director, National Boating Safety
Advisory Council, U.S. Coast Guard (G-
BBS), Washington, DC 20593-0001, or by
calling (202) 267-0997.

Issued in Washington, DC.
W. P. Hewcl,
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Acting Chief,
Office of Boating; Public, and Consumer
Affairs.
[FR Doc. 87-24169 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-14-M

[CGD-87-077]

National Boating Safety Advisory
Council Subcommittee on Consumer
Education; Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(a) of the

Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. 1), notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
National Boating Safety Advisory = -
Council’'s Subcommittee on Consumer
Education to be held on Monday,
November 8, 1987 at the Travelodge at
the Wharf, 250 Beach St., San Francisco,
California, beginning at 2:00 p.m. and
ending at 5:00 p.m. The agenda for the
meeting will be as follows:

1. Briefing on new initiative by the
boating industry (National Marine
Manufacturers Association) to educate
new boaters in the basics of safe
boating, and proposed steps to curb
intoxicated boater operation. .
Attendance is open to the interested
public. With advance notice to the
Chairman, members of the public may
present oral statements at the meeting.
Persons wishing to present oral
statements should so notify the
Executive Director no later than the day
before the meeting. Any member of the
public may present a written statement
to the Council at any time. Additional
information may be obtained from
Captain R. E. Hammond, Exectutive
Director, National Boating Safety
Advisory Council, U.S. Coast Guard, (G-
BBS), Washington, DC, 20593-0001, or by
calling {202) 267-1060.

Issued in Washington DC.
W.P. Hewel,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Acting Chief,
Office of Boating, Public, and Consumer
Affairs.

[FR Doc. 87-24170 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M .

{CGD-87-078]

National Boating Safety Advisory
Council Subcommittee on Hull.
identification Number (HIN); Meeting

Pursuant to section 10{a) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. 1), notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
National Boating Safety Advisory
Council's Subcommittee on Hull
Identification Number (HIN) to be held
on Monday, November 9, 1987 at the
Travelodge at the Wharf, 250 Beach St.,
San Francisco, California, beginning at
2:00 p.m. and ending at 5:00 p.m. The
agenda for the meeting will be as
follows:

1. Discuss the possibility of adding

. additional characters to the Hull

Identification Number (HIN) to assist in
recovering stolen boats.
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Attendance is open to the interested
public. With advance notice to the
Chairman, members of the public may
present oral statements at the meeting.
Persons wishing to present oral
statements should so notify the
Executive Director no later than the day
before the meeting. Any memnber of the
public may present a written statement
to the Council at any time. Additional
information may be obtained from
Captain R.E. Hammond, Executive
Director, National Boating Safety
Advisory Council, U.S. Coast Guard, (G-
BBS), Washington, DC 20593-0001, or by
calling (202) 267-1060.

Issued in Washington, DC.
W.P. Newel,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard. Acting Chief,
Office of Boating, Public; and Consumer
Affairs.

[FR Doc. 8724171 Filed 10-16-87; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

[CGD-87-0791

National Boating Safety Advisory
Council Subcommittee on Horsepower
Regulation; Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(a) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. 1), notice is

hereby given of a meeting of the
National Boating Safety Advisory
Council's Subcommittee on Horsepower
Regulation to be held on Monday,
November 9, 1987 at the Travelodge at
the Wharf, 250 Beach Street, San
Francisco, California, beginning at 2:00
p.m. and ending at 5:00 p.m. The agenda
for the meeting will be as follows:

1. Review and discuss the proposed
changes in safe powering regulations for
tiller steered boats.

Attendance is open to the interested
public. With advance notice to the
Chairman, members of the public may
present oral statements at the meeti